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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

General Overview
Our nation had been going through an intense period
marked by heightened racial and ethnic awarenesses, by enormous public tensions and frustrations, by significant power
shifts within the social system, and by a sweeping revolt
of rising expectations, all of which had a profound impact
on the educational establishment.

The situation had been

particularly critical in the large urban areas, where detonable conditions, compounded with a fast wilting public confidence in the schools and in school leadership, demanded
most urgent as well as responsible action.
An increasing number of critics of the problem···
ridd~-~n

urban school systems, joined by a fast rising nurnber

of concerned citizens in a litany of public school failings,
demanded not only greater responsiveness from the schools,
but accountability, as well as meaningful lay involvement
in the affairs of the schools.

Education was looked upon

as the most probable means for the amelioration of many
societal ills, and school systems, critically shaken by the
impact of changing circumstances and the repudiation of many
I
time·-honored assumptions and practices, were expected to do
the job.
1

2

Such 'great expectations' of the schools had often
evoJ~ed

strong protestations from educators at all levels:

We expect the schools to bear the burden of integrating a society which will not alter its segregating
housing patterns. vle expect the schools to guard our
children against the drugs our police cannot keep out
of our streets. We expect our schools to provide the
health services society will not provide. We expect
school social workers to patch up the lives torn by the
poverty our government cannot end, • . . . and fi1e expect
the schools] to inculcate a yystem of morality that parents and clergy cannot sell.
Yet, educators generally agreed that the schools could not
afford to stand still until help from other areas was forthcoming.
Schools and school staffs were thus under tremendous
pressures, and as several critics observed, the principal
focus of these pressures fell on the leaders of the schools.2
Under such circumstances, the school leaders were asked to
exercise all leadership prerogatives very carefully, and to
lead \Aiisely in tr1e midst of a tumultuous political, social
and educational climate, where the ercsion of 'absolute'
professional authority was well under way, and where traditional structures and methods could serve educational leaders little if any, while time-honored wisdom with the old
stereotypes could only limit professional understanding and
vision.

Indeed, the new tasks which confronted the educa-

-------

1

Robert R. Spilane, Cooling or Coping? School Community Tt-~nsions (Bethesda, I-1d.: ERIC Document Reproduction
Service, ED 070 199, 1972), pp. 11-12.
2

John E. Reisert, ed., The Principalship in Persoective (Bethesda, Md.: ERIC Document Reproduction Service,
ED 029 352, 1968),'p. 1.

3

tional leaders made urgent demands for new orientations, new
skills, new expertise and increased competencies, born out
of demands for broader responsibilities and expanded func.
1
t1.ons.

One of the turbulent currents in the educational
scene of the urban cities, which made direct and specific
demands on an administrator's competency potential, was the
drive for community involvement in the affairs of the local
schools. Such involvement--ranging anyv1here from community
participation to community control--was advanced by the proponents primarily on the grounds that it l-Tould improve the
quality of education by giving the people being served a
meaningful voice in the educational process.2
For several years the issue of community involvement
1

ih the affairs of the local schools had triggered an unusual
literary outpouring on the subject.

The

debate~

initially

intense and acrimonious over ideology, origin, legitimacy,
profitability, preferred degree, and even terminology, was
still going on at a lively pace, while the translation of
the concept into the real world of the urban public school
seemed to lag far behind.
Several enthusiastic proponents advanced community
lTroy V. NcKelvey, ed., Urban School Administration
(Beverly Hills: Sage Publishers, Inc., 1969), pp. 208-9.
2Mario Fantini, Marilyn Gittell, and Richard Magat,
Com.'Tiunity Control and the Urban School (New York: Praeger
Publishers, 1971), p. 3.

4

involvement as a panacea,l while detractors and skeptics
blinked the

..,

hazards.~.

Some claimed that we had community

involvernen·t and we should not. 3

Others insisted that

not have community involvement and we should.4
maintained that we had never had

co~~unity

spite the facade of the local boards. 5

"YTe

did

Some critics

involvement, de-

Several believed

that co~~unity involvement would directly benefit education.6
Others warned that community control would stifle education,
as such policy implementation harbored many problems that
education and the schools were'not equipped to handle. 7

In-

deed, many critics were arguing the relatedness of the concept to education: some claiming that community involvement
lA. Donald Bo~rgeois, "Community Control and the Urban Conflict," Theory into Practice (October 1969): 243-246.
2 Harold H. Weissman, Community Councils and Com<"'lunity Control (Pittsburg: University of Pittsburg Press, 1970},
pp. 171-174; Daniel P. Moyniham, Maximum Feasible Misunderstanding (New York: The Free Press, 1969), pp. 128-166.
3Myron Lieberman, The Future of Public Education
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1960), pp. 34-35.

4Marilyn Gittel1, Participants and Participation: A
~tudy

Mario

of School Policy in New York City, with a Foreword by
(New York: Praeger Publishers, 1967), p. vii.

Fantini~

SGeorge T. Frey, "Are You Ready for Community Involvement?" Thrust for Leadership in Education (October
1971): 21.
6Fina1 Report of the Task Force on Urban Education
to the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, by Wilson C. Riles, Chairman (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1970},
p. 260; Fantini, fommunity Contol and the Urban School, p. 3.
7

c.

A. Bowers, Ian Housego, andDoris Dyke, eds.,
E3~ca tion and Social Policy: Local Control of Education (Netv
York: Random House, 1970), pp. 16-17.

5
was partly related to the educational problem;l others point-

in9 out that cornmunity involvement concerned the state of
education in general;

2

and others yet questioning whether

the thrust of community involvement was not primarily political end social.3
Some critics were deeply concerned with the potential for hostilities harboring in the notion of community
involvement in the affairs of the local schools, foreseeing
that such involvement

would

strengthen

strengthening the reality of communitiese4
contended that

co~~unity

hostilities
Still

by

others

involvement had a remedial utility

that would ultimately lead to integration and a better socie·ty. 5
Thus students of the topic were confronted with persistent cries of "Let us strengthen the community,•:6 (that
is, help cultivate organic communities} and "I,et us t-7eaken
the community," 7 (namely, help institute communities of limlwallace Roberts, "The Battle fer Urban Schools,"
Saturday Review, November 16, 1968, p. 97.

2 Bourgeois, "Community Control and Urban Conflict,"
p. 246.

3Leonarc1 J. Fein, The Ecology of the Public Schools
(New York: Pegasus, 1971), pp. 135-160.
4 rbid., p. 45.
5 Jchn H. Fischer, Urban Schools: Issues on Responsiveness and Control (Bethesda, Md.: ERIC Document Reproauction Serv1ce, F.IJ---u-30 690, 1968), p. 12.
6Bourgeois, "Community Control and Urban Conflict,.,

p. 33.
7 Lieberman, The Future of Public Education, p. 34~

6

i·ted liabilities only--organic communi ties viewed as anachronisms

iri

such context}.

It was at this very level of

debate--organic corrununities versus communities of limited liabilities--that many educators were starting to move uneasily under the realization that expectations for a better society were urgently demanding that the schools play an expanded role.

There was no doubt that quality education in

the schools was but one of the concerns of the drive for community involvement, and that educators were called upon to
play an important role in this drive.
Leonard J. Fein, Associate Professor of Politics and
Social Policy at Brandeis University, in a brilliant discussion of community control of public schools, explained that
because of the potentially explosive nature of community control, the issue had been both supported and resisted hyperbolically, and contended that community control -...muld not .recede as an important topic, "since it was an item very near
the top of the public agenda." 1
ing

tvallace Roberts, in discuss-

the same topic, observed: "The opening chapter of the

story on community control is now being

~vrit.ten

and it seems

clear its preface is an obituary for the traditional urban
school system," and in rather dramatic tones continued 1 "The
rest of the story is not clear, but there can be no turning
back.

Urban schools will never be the same."2

Indeed, sub-

sequent developments did, to a considerable degreef confirm
lFein, The Ecology of the Public Schools, pp. 2-3.
2Roberts, "The Battle for Urban Schools," p. 117.

r·
r·
'
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the observations of the writer.
Professor Fein acknowledged an even greater impact:
Either explicitly in the rhetoric of those who challenge
the established order, or implicitly, in the projected
cor;sequences of community control, traditional theories
of public education, common understandings of the good
society, and accepted conventions regarding the distribution of public power in America, are all called into
question.!
Other critics, deeply concerned with the urgency of
conditions, and viewing community involvement as a worthwhile educational and social reform, warned:
'J:he established order may be strong enough to survive one or several missed opportunities for reform.
But a quick succession of such failures, especially in
today's volatile and uncertain climate carries an increasingly high price in terms of tension and polarization. We must assume that even so strong a structure
as American society cannot indefinitely sustain shock
and disruption without fracturing or sacrificing freedoms in return for a firm authority that forbids and
represses pressures for social redress.2
SeverRl others pointed to the hazard£ in anything
less than meaningful participation, stressing that people
knew tvhen -• they were being used' , therefore communi ties
should be given the substance of participation instead of
-.·.he illusion; and since involvement could not be sustained
unless power was really shared, educational leaders were
asked to examine carefully the personal commitment to a
co~nunity

policy of

involvement, and to consider seriously

the necessary expertise that the implementation of a policy
1

Fein, The Ecology of the Public Schools, p. 2.

2F
D.

250.

.
an t•~n~,
fornmunity Control and the Urban Schoolr
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of community involvemen·t would require. 1
Concern was also expressed about the possibility
that real and meaningful participation might be fended off
indefinitely by "extremely skillful school officials .. who
corr~ine

limited concessions with the abandonment of some

old habits of inflexibility and dogma and movement in the
direction of change." 2 And while acknowledgment was given
to the fact that some significant

conc~ssions

in many in-

stances had already been made, the warning remained clear;
"Withdrawal or dilution of concessions by the dominant systern may, by rubbing discontents, actually serve to intensify
demands for full com...'Tiunity control." 3 Certainly such a development "Vmuld have been most unsavory to all the people
that, for one reason or another, had resisted or opposed
community involvement in the schools.
But who were the people that opposed community involvernent in the affairs of the schools, and on v1hat grounds
was such opposition justified by the opponents?

From a re-

view of the pertinent literature, one became increasingly
aware that the majority of the writers expressing vie\vS on
the topic seemed to endorse community involvement in the
schools.

The notion of community involvement in the affairs

of the local schools was defended on several grounds-·-demo1
?

Roberts, "The Battle for Urban Schools," p. 99.

·-Fantini, Community Control and the Urban School,
p. 232.
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era tic, huntanistic, educational, and often remedial--and with
various degrees of intensity.
The Recruitment Leadership and Training Institute
took a very strong stand claiming that community participation in local school affairs was a basic democratic right
that should be granted to parents and other citizens of the
community, regardless of how qualified or competent the
people were perceived to be by the official education&l establishment.l

Max Rosenberg also insisted that active, sus-

tained participation of citizens in public schools was axiomatic to the maintenance and growth of a pluralistic, democratic society.2

A. Donald Bourgeois pointed out that one

of the values of community participation was found in the
potential that such a practice had to serve as a preparatory stage for an integration based on parity instead of deficiency.3
Bourgeois also contended that community

pa~ticipa-

tion in schools was reflected on the achievement of the students through the sense of personal efficacy experienced as
students became aware of the ability parents and students
had

to control the environment.4

The writer insisted that

1 The Recruitment Leadership and Training Institute,
Co~nunity Parity in Federally Funded Programs (Bethesda, Md.~
ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 070 143, 1972), pp.
7-8.

21-1ax Rosenberg, "Community Relations--Approaches Ed-

tlCators Use," The Clearing House (September 1973): 52.
3sourgeois, "Communit.y Control and Urban Conflict,"
p. 244.

4Ibid., p. 246.

10
community participation in schools wculd also bring about

qualitative improvements through the introduction of the
discipline implicit in accountability.l
Harold Weissmen held that community participation
in schools was defensible on the grounds that malfunctioning public institutions made some form of local control necessary for achieving greater efficiency of services.2

Leon-

ard Fein indicated that community participation in schools
was necessary in order to reestablish public confidence in
the schools.3

Community participation in the schools was

repeatedly justified on the ground that the psychological
well-being, ag well as the educational potential of the
students were both being promoted when studen·ts t:.nderstood
that the parents and the school were working close together
to\'rards the same objectives. 4
Though the notion of community involvement was discussed with vigor, the degree or measure of involvement
seemed to stimulate most of the controversy.

However, both

the means of accomplishing the objective, as -v;ell as the
discrepancy between declarations and reality were also generating a great deal of polemics.
!Bourgeois, "Community Control and Urban Conflict, 11
p. 243.
2

.

'

We~ssman,

Community Councils and Community Contra!,

p. 174.

3Fein, The Ecolosy of the Public Schools, p. 152.
4The Recruitment Leadership and Training Institute,
Community ParitY: i-n Federally f'unded ~ro2rams, p. 10.
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Community

involv~ment

was, indeed, a very broad

term encontpassing various kinds and degrees of involvement,
all the way from temperate degrees of participation, where
the community mi9ht participate in the affairs of the community school in an advisory capacity, to nothing less than
complete community control in the operations of a school,
including all fiscal, programatic, and hiring matters.

The

Urban Education Task Force in the Final Report on Urban Education to the

D~partment

of Health, Education, and Y.lelfare,

recognized the phrase 'community involvement in ·the

schoo~s'

to "generally mean a higher degree of participation by neighborhood residents in the operations of a school or sub-systern than is typically accorded to neighborhood parents and
leaders."l
The Task Force also identified three basic patterns
of community .involvement--in relation to the degree and extent of decision-making authority each would be likely to
have in effecting changes in the urban education system-within the many variations which existed at the time: ":earticipation in the system;

partnershi~

with the system; and

control over some school or sub-system." 2
More specifically, :earticipation was perceived by
lFinal Report of ·the Task Force on Urban Education
to the Department of Health, Education and. ~lelfare, pp. 269270.
2rbid., p. 270.

r
.

'

r;:! .
.

.

.
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the Task Force as that form of corrununity involvement where

¥

there was a possible combination of advisory and policymaking functions, but no guarantee of a real effective role
in the schools by community parents and residents.
matter of fact, the

effectiv~ness

As a

of the involvement was

found to be closely related to the local school administrator's degree of concern and support of the involvement effort, as well as the central administration's or the school
board's willingness to go along with plans and changes proposed by the local comrnunity and the particular school adn1inistrator .1
Partnership was recognized by the Task Force as that
form of cornmuni ty involvement where there was a division of
authority, and a sharing of decision-making pm'>'er, eithP.r
through an informal arrangement or a formal agreement.

In

either case the community might be a very junior, an equal,
or a senior partner.2
Control was described by the Task Force as that
form of involvement where the community board or authority
had full fiscal, programatic, and hiring authority, within
the limits of S-tate laws and municipal regulations,- as well
as any other agenckes with which the local

co~~unity

or authority had to deal (e.g. the teachers union}.

board
The

effectiveness of the control pattern of involvement was con-

.....'

p

lpinal Report of the Task Force on Urban Education
2 70 .
2 Ibid., pp. 270-271.
0
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tingent on the ability of the community to deal with the
situation.l
Figure 1 presented the school-community involvement
continuum, with the three identified degrees of participation, partnership, and control.
SCHOOL-·COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT CONTINUUM
·---PARTICIPATION

PARTNERSHIP

CONTROL

FIGURE 1
Participation represented the most temperate form
munity involvement,
tense degree.

while

control

of com-

signified the most in-

Though stages two and three appeared to be

the most controversial in the literary medium, stage one
seemed to be just as contentious on the implementation level.
In the last few years, in city after city, boards
of education, under increasing pressure, often militancy, ·
from communities, as well as criticism from some liberal
educators and many other vocal critics of school systems
failing to meet the needs of their students, took action
and created the conditions for increased community involvement in the schools.

Thus, one did witness the phenomenon

of involvement that the implementation of such policy required.

....,

In a recent survey of United States school systems

lFinal Report of the Task Force on Urban Education
p. 271.

14
enrolling 50,000 or. more students, the author, Professor
Ornstein of Loyola University, pointed .out that sixty-two
school systems--out of a total of sixty-five presented--reported some form of community involvement, with most systems
describing allegiance to the participatory kinds. 1
As demands for

co~nunity

involvement in the affairs

of the schools were gathering momentum and were translated
into educational policy, proponents and opponen·ts alike observed with great concern and anticipation the results of
policy implementations, since at the implementation level
the notion was tested for endurance or ephemerality.

Con-

cern was reaching high points when some suspicion was
roused

a-

that workable possibilities were staved off by poor

strategies of policy implementation, or inadequate policy
implernentors.
In 1970, the Chicago Board of Education, responding
to pressures similar to those of other cities, made policy
and issued guidelines for greater, as well as meaningful community involvement in the affairs of the local schools.

In-

volvement was clearly limited to the participatory stage or
degree.

The district superintendents and the local school

principals were important links in the implementation of the
community-participation-in-the-schools policy.

The respon-

sibility of the district superintendents and the principals
was to promote and facilitate the establishment of district
1 Allan C. Ornstein, "Administrative/Community Organization of Metropolitan Schools," Phi Delta Kaopan (June
1973): 670
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and local school councils, and to encourage ihe maintenance
of the councils, as the officially recognized models for
community involvement, 1.vi th meaningful and pertinent in formation, as well as responsiveness whenever possible (see appendix C).
Was the implementation of the Chicago School Board's
policy of

com~munity

participation in the local schools sue-

cessful?

Empirical observa·tions, as well as analyois of

reported facts and conditions indicated that the implementation of the policy was passing through some difficult
stages.

Activity was, indeed, going on, but was such activ-

ity the right kind of activity?

The fumblings, the hit and

run tactics, the honest puzzlement and frustrations of many
participants, the mock involvement, all had been much too
obvious.

Practice was observed to be highly uneven, with

communi ties ranging from apathetic to militant, and partie·j_pation from highly negative to highly positive.

Obviously,

adoption of a policy and the issuance of directives and
guidelines did not by themselves guarantee smooth and suecessful implementation.

What, then, were the determinants

that affected the practice and its quality?
The Rationale
The Crucial Role of the Local
School Administrator
The crucial role of the local school administrator
in the implementation of educational policies and programs
had been well recognized by many authorities in the field.

16

Professor Seymour Sarason of Yale University took a very
strong stand on the subject when he stated:
. . . (T}hose who want to change the school system hope
that by changing the structures and forces of power they
\vill better the system. . . . However, what is missing
in these proposals for change . . . is any recognition
that the principal is the crucial ,implementor of change.
That is to say, any proposal for change that intends to
alter the quality of 1 life in the school depends primarily on the principal.
The Public Education Association of New Yo.rk, committed to the continual review and improvement of public
education for over half-a-century, also acknowledged the
significant role of the principal '·'as the single most important factor in the quality of the school'', and pointed out,
with deep concern, that though there was a great deal of
acknowledgment of the principal's important role in the
professional literature and other protestations, in practice
there was little evidence of real awareness of the
b rea.·
k " power o f

·th e

.
.
1
pr~nc~pa

.

~'make

or

2

Fenwick English, Assistant Super.intenden·t of Sarasota County Schools, Sarasota, Florida, and James Zaharis,
Director of the Arizona-Mesa Differentiated Staffing Censortium, Mesa, Arizona, in a discussion of bureaupathology contended that the principals were the ones that interpreted
1 Seymour E. Sarason, The Culture of the School and
the Problem of Change (New Jersey: Allyn and Bacon, 1971),
p. 148.

2
Public Education Association, Workbook on Procedures for Seleci:ing Supervisors (Bethesda, Md.: ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 066 821, 1971), pp. 2, 14.
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system decisions and priorities, and decided

whether to

shield or diffuse centralized rules and norms.l
Several other critics expressed views more specifically on the subject of community involvement.

R. Bruce

McPherson, Associate Superintendent of the School District
of Philadelphia, claimed that community leadership with
respect to school programs developed largely at the will of
the administrator, and concluded that the principal in the
local school was holding the proverbial bag for the entire
system. 2

George T. Frey, Career Opportunities Program Su-

pervisor of the San Diego City Schools, contended that the
principal, more than anyone else, determined whether progress in functional school-community relations was achieved
or arrested, and insisted that the receptivity of the site
administrator was crucial.3
The Task Force on Urban Education pointed clearly
to the significant role of the principal when stating:
"Where a particular school or an area administrator was genuinely concerned with the contrihution the community could
make,, .

this pattern (the participation model of in-

lFenwick English and James Zaharis, "Cris:i.s in
Middle Management," NASSP Bulletin (April 1972): 6-7.
2R. Bruce McPherson, "Administrators and the InnerCity Increase of Power," School Review (November 1969}: 110.

.,'

3George T. Frey, Meeting the Educational Needs of
Community: Trends in School-Commu!1ity Intera9tio!,!
\Bethesda, Hd.: ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 046
112, 1970), p. 31.

~

lB
volvement) might be effective."l
Samuel M. Burt, in a position statement, emphasized
the responsibility of the school administrator to provide
the necessary climate and leadership for community participation, and claimed that where "principals are apathetic to,
disinterested in, or critical of citizens' participation,
involvement is nil in spite of how strongly the citizenry
may feel about conditions in the schools."2
Eleanor Blumenberg, the Western Director of Education, Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith, Los Angeles,
California 1 cogently observed:
For better or for worse, the principal is the key.
Successes or failures seem to hinge on three areas-all irrevocably tied into his definition of the situation. First, how he perceives and applies the community-advisory notion; second, his acceptance of the process as part of the prod~ct; and third, his willingness
to accept the new role.3
A number of research studies, conducted·· in the last
few years, and dealing with the subject of community involvement in the affairs of the local schools, also came to recognize the role of the local school administrator as the
most crucial in the implementation of any community-involvement-in-the-schools program.

Such studies were presented

lFinal Report of the Task Force on Urban Education
•

•

•

• I

p. 270.

2 Institute for Development of Educational Activities,
Toward More Effective Involvement of the Community in the
Schools (Bethesda, Md.: ERIC Document Reproduction Service,
ED 072-527, 1972), p. 6.
3Eleanor Blumenberg, "The School-Community Advisory
Council: For Better or for Worse?" Journal of Secondary Education (February 1971): 60.
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in Chapter II, the chapter that dealt exclusively with the
review of the related research.
The Local School Administrator
as an Obstructionist
Besides the several acknowledgments in the professional literature of the crucial role of the principal in
the successful implementation of programs of community involvement in the affairs of the local schools, serious accusations had also been expressed that educators were at
bE!St cautious, and at worst hostile to the concept of com-

~unity involvement in the affairs of the local schools. 1
Several proponents of community involvement--from
the ones that advocated temperate degrees of participation,
to the others that envisioned nothing short of community
control--maintained that many school administrators had
done little more than talk about community involvement, often actually obstructing the implementation of the policy,
or rejecting the practice.
Harold Edward May, in a study of the perceptions of
effectiveness of local school committees, revealed that the
majority of the administrators sampled for the data had recommended the elimination of local committees, in contrast
to the majority of the school board members and local school
committee members who felt that the functions of the commit-

lThe Recruitment Leadership .and Training Institute,
Community Parity in Federally Funded Programs, pp. 7-8.
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tees should be maintained or increased in scope.!

Samuel M. Burt, in the same position statement mentioned earlier,

observe~with

a certain amount of sadness,

that too many administrators had already developed an armory

of strategies--varying from artful to highly sophisticated

--which enforced. and perpetuated the phenomenon of educators•
xenophobia in regard to

co~munity

participants'

involvement~

George T. Frey, in discussing the prerequisites of
information for an effective community-involvement-in-theschools program, contended in even more pessimistic tones:
"It is questionable that the public will ever be informed
since it is up to the professionals to advise the lay public
about the educational needs of their children and their
schools." 3
The discrepancy between administrators' protestations of allegiance to the notion of community invol-vement
and the lagging practice of community involvement in the
schools had invited additional outbursts of concern--partieularly since such protestations prevented a possible examination of real stands and motives.

Samuel Burt observed

!Harold Edward N:ay, "A Study of the Perceptions of
Effectiveness of Local School Committees in Four County Unit
School Districts in Oregon" (Ed.D. dissertation, University
of Oregon, 1967) Dissertation Abstracts, XXIX (Ann Arbor:
Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1968), p. 98A.
2 Institute for Development of Educational Activities,
Toward More Effective Involvement of Community Schools: p. 7.
3Frey, .Heeting the Educational Needs of the Corn..'llunitx_, p. 31.
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that one is struck by the profound awareness displayed in
the educators' glowing oratory of the important role of the
community in education, and pointed to the glaring gap between such rhetoric and the practice.l
Some critics contended that principals opposed comInunity involvement in the schools, because of the perceived
threat that such a practice might have on the principals'
autonomy and sense of security.

Ramiro D. Reyes and Kal

Gezi of the Offi.ce of Compensatory Education, California

State Department of Education, in an evaluative study of
parent advisory committees, pointed out that with the increasing interest of communities to share in the decision
making process, many school administrators were fearful of
some loss in the absolute control of the schools. 2
A research study of organizational structures and
operational patterns of school-community advisory groups in
the elementary schools of the Los Angeles Unified School
District by Grace Kirtz Tisdale revealed that the reluctance
of principals to invite community participants in school affairs was related to the principals' concern that such an
effort would make additional demands on an already heavy adlinstitute for Development of Educational Activities,
Toward !-lore Effective Involvement of Community in the School,
pp. 5-6.
.
2Ramiro D Reyes and Kal Gezi, Parent and Communitv
Participa_tion_l.!'l Compensator_y_Education through District
Advisory Com..'Tiittees in California (Bethesda, Md.: ERIC Document Reproduct~on Service, ED 062 467, 1971), pp. 2-3.
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ministrative time schedule.!
Professor Delbert Clear of the University of Wisconsin conjectured that one of the reasons for administrators'
resistanc€ would be opposition, in principle, to further
weakening of the position of the administrator, in view of
the fac·t that most, if not all, the so-called gains of teachers over the past decade had been won at the expense of administrators.2
John Oberdorfer, in an extensive- discussion of communi ty control--rendering a lav1yer • s insigh·t on the topic-explained convincingly that because of possible alteration
in an administrator's position and amount of authority in
a conmmnity-involvement-in-the-schools plan, the theme of
job security was of great concern to the professional administrator.3
Some critics also maintained that principals were
not really convinced of the merits of the concept, or persuaded by the results of the practice.

Reyes and Gez..i con-

tended that there existed a lack of belief on the part of
local school administrators in the right and responsibility
lGrace Kirtz Tisdale, "A Survey of Organizational
Structures and Operational Patterns of School-Community Advisory Groups in the Elementary Schools of the Los Angeles
Unified School District" (Ed.D. dissertation, Brigham Young
University, 1971} Dissertation Abstracts, XXXII (Ann Arbor:
Xerox University !-'Iicrofifms, Inc., 1972), p;. 4.315A.
2 Delbert K. Clear, "Decentralization: Issues and
Comments," ~learing Rouse XLIV (January 1970): 263.
3John Oberdorfer, "A Balance of Interests, Part II:
Community Control and Personnel Practices," The Urban Revie'"
(November 1971): 27-28.
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of ·the community people to help decide the educational destiny of their children, and viewed the lack of administrators' commitment to share the decision ·making responsibility
with the community as a major problern. 1

Hall Kinney, in an-

alyzing the data of a study on principals' perceptions of
citizen school study committees, pointed out that involvement with citizen school committees resulted in changing
negatively the urban principal's perceptions regarding (a)
the capabilities of the committees to diagnose school problems, and (b) the committees' interest in becoming involved.2
A few critics insisted that the problem existed because principals lacked the tools, that is, the knowledge,
skills, and attitudes that had not changed with the times. 3
Others insisted that community involvement had introduced
a new way of operation that urgently demanded the development of new expertise.4
lReyes, "Parent and Community Participation in Compensatory Education through District Advisory Committees in
California," p. 13.
2 Hall Kinney, "Principal's Perception of Citizen
School Study Committees" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Kentucky, 1971) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXIII (Ann Arbor:
Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1972), p. 529A.
3Luvern L. Cunningham, Trends and Issues in Client
Demands and System Responses (Bethesda, .Md.: ERIC Document
Reproduction Service, ED 029 357, 1969), pp. 6-7.
(Paper
also presented at the Annual l-1eeting of the American Education Research Association.)
4Reyes, "Parent and Community Participation in Compensatory Education through District Advisory Committees in
California," p. 13.
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System Commitment and Support
Several critics pointed to System commitment and
System support as prerequisites to the successful implementation of a program of school-community involvement, the
absence of which could seriously handicap the best intentions and efforts of principals.

System commitment and sup-

port were viewed in terms of the System's sincerity of intentions and strategies employed relative to the implementation of a community-involvement-in-the-schools program.
John McLaurin Goff, in a research study whose prim:try focus was the development of a model to increase public
participation in programs of

school-co~~unity

relations,

placed major emphasis upon the necessity for a genuine desire on the part of boards of education to involve the lay
citizens in decisions related to evaluation and improvement
of education for children.l
James Larson, in examining the dynamics of a specific series of community confrontations with public school decision makers, pointed clearly to the importance of System
commitment and support by

recommendin~

among other things,

that (a) school systems should become thoroughly informed
about the communities,

(b) school systems should shake off

any attitudes of paternalism and work toward the concept of
lJohn NcLaurin Goff, "Recommendations for Inclusion
of Citizens' Advisory Committees into a Total Program of
School-Community Relations" (Ed.D. disserta·tion, Auburn University, 1972) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXIII (Ann Arbor:
Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1972), p. 2644A.
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equality t.11ith community groups,

(c) school systems should

not present plans to be rGacted to by the advisory council,
~o

matter how sound such a course might seem to be, and (d)

boards of education should originate policies on community
advisory councils to present to them at their inception. 1
Reyes and Gezi indicated the necessity that the Systern provided official recognition, high quality professional
leadership, ·and all necessary in forma cion to the communi ties,
as well as financial aid, whenever possible, in order to
make the potential of local school co·. mcils come to frui.
2
tJ..on.

A study by Joseph Linscomb, where the author set
out to examine the structures and organizations of successful advisory councils, concluded that in-service training
was necessary for encouraging participation by school staff
members, and that in-service was also necessary in order to
insure effective participation by community rnernbers. 3
Another study by Virginia Archer, which sought to
examine the management of school community advisory councils
1 James Rhoderick Larson, "Com..rnunity Involvement and
Educational Decision Making'' (Ph.D. dissertation, University
of Toledo, 1972) Dissertation Jillstracts, XXXIV (Ann Arbor:
Xerox University 1-licrof~lrns, Inc., 1973), p. 532A.
2

Reyes, "Parent and Community Participation in Compensatory Educa·tion through District Advisory Committees in
California," p. 20.
3
Joseph Philip Linscomb, "The Structures and Organizations of Successful Advisory Councils in an Inner-City Area of the Los Angeles City Unified School Districtu (Ed.D.
dissertation, Brigham Young University, 1971) Dissertation
Abstracts, XXXII (Ann Arbor; Xerox University ~hcrofilrns,
Inc:-;-1972), p. 4290A.
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by elementary principals, concluded by recommending in-ser-

vice training for new principals, utilizing the experiences
and expertise of successful career principals, as well as
improvement of principal working conditions reflecting the
expansion of administrative responsibilities in the area of
community involvement.

Another recommendation was in'""se·rvice

orientation of advisory council

merr~ers,

carefully adapted

to the needs and abilities of such members. 1
A study by Douglas Martin, where the author sought
to identify factors related to the role and effectiveness
of school advisory councils as perceived by principals and
advisory council chairmen, recommended that districts should
develop approp:;:ia·te evaluation instruments for the purpose
of determining annually the effectiveness of the advisory _
councils, and that school districts should develop handbooks
that (a) outlined and defined school advisory council roles,
(b) provided necessary resource materials, and (c) presented
guidelines by which school advisory councils might informal
ly evaluate the councils' effectiveness.2

William Harmion, in a study which sought to deterlvirginia R. Archer, "The Management of School Community Advisory Councils by Elementary Principals" (Ed.D.
dissertation, University of Southern California, 1973} Dissertation Abstracts, XXXIV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1974), p.· 3725A.
2
oouglas Richard Martin, "'rhe Role and Effectiveness
of School-Community Advisory Councils as Perceived by Principals and Advisory Council Chairmen" (Ed.D. dissertation,
University of Southern California, 1974) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc.,
19 7 4 ) , p • 7 GlA .
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mine what kinds of principals were associated with effective
councils, concluded by recommending that "if advisory councils are to be effective, . . . sufficient district staff
and resources must be assigned to the in-service, publicity,
and other needs of community advisory councils." 1
Sidney Brickman, in a study of group perceptions of
school-comrnunity advisory council participation in decision
making, made recommendations which included in-service training for new members, and mandated attendance fur all school
personnel at school community advisory council meetings. 2
Gloria Becerra, in a study which sought to identify
the perceptions held by school administrators and cor.tl'lmni ty
representatives about each others' skills and readiness to
be involved in participatory decision making for affecting
educational practices, concluded that there was a grea:t
need for organized training to prepare people for working
in participatory decision making. 3
1 william Hm-1ard Marmion, "The Relationship of School
Principals' Characteristics to the Community Advisory Council Process" (Ph.D. dissertation, Claremont Graduate School,
1974) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, ~nc., 1975), p. 4929A.
2Sidney Brickman, "Group Perceptions of SchoolCommunity Advisory Council Participation in Decision Making
in the Los Angeles Unified School District" (Ed.D. dissertation, University of California, 1974) Dissertation Abstracts,
XXXV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1975),
p. 6355A.
3Gloria Vega Becerra, "Role Perceptions of Administrators and Coro~1unity Representatives in Participatory Decision Making" (Ph.D. dissertation, United States International University, 1974) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXV {Ann Arbor:
Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1975), p. 6887A.
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Barbara Schram, in a stucy undertaken with the purpose of increasing understandin3 of the anatomy and dynamics
of citizen participation in decision making, concluded by
recommending intensive training programs for all participants, where everyone was taught concrete skills of governance, and undenlent all necessary in- service_.to build needed
skills. 1
A study conducted by Ernest Husarik, Jr., with the
purpose of formulating guidelines for lay involvement in
educational planning, concluded that a board of education
should realize that involvement of lay participants also
meant that the board was willing to respond to any final
recommendations presented by the lay citizens, and that the
members of the board of education should be totally committed to, and supportive of the involvement of lay citizens.
The recommendations of the study stressed that the board
of education through its superintendent should actively seek
cownunity leaders' participation in school affairs.

2

Against a background of general acknowledgment of
the all important roles of the local school administrator,
the school board, and the central administration in the imlBarbara A Schram, "The Anatomy of Citizen Participation: A Study of the Participation Activities and Ideology
of Citizen Decision-Makers in Community-Controlled Day Care
Centers" (Ed.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 1973) Dis
s.ertation Abstracts, XXXV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1974), p. 2551A.
2Ernest Alfred Husarik, Jr., "A Study of Lay Citizen
Leadership in Project Unite: Colombus Public Schools, August
1971 through August 1972" (Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio State
University, 1973) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXIV (Ann Arbor:
Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1973}, p. 2215A
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plementation of programs of community involvement in the affairs of the local school, any claims of 'administrative obstructionism' seemed to create a cacophony of sorts.

If one

was to recognize the school administrator:s role in the implementation of a policy of community participation in the
affairs of the local schools as crucial, as several authorities in the field had acknowledged, then the school administrator's stance relative to community involvement ought to
be of immediate and major concern, especially in view of
claims of administrators' obstructionism on the one hand,
and School Boards' mandates for community involvement in
local school affairs, on the other.
The Purpose
The main purposes of the study were (1) to identify
the stances of selected Chicago public school principals on
the theory and on the current practice of

corr~unity

pation in the affairs of the local schools,

partici-

(2) to examine

the principals' stances on the roles of the principal, the
School Board, and the comrnuni·ty in the implementation of
such a policy, and (3) to compare each of the principals'
stances to the corresponding stances of the district superintendents and the local school council leaders.
A number of demographic variables of administrators
and of

school-co~nunities

determine

wheth~r

were selected for examination to

a patcern and/or a trend was evident be-

tween thest! variables and the stances of the respondents.
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selected demographic variables included the following:

(a)

Racial-ethnic composition

of the school

(b)

Type of school--K to 6, K to 8, regular high

(c)

Socio-economic status of the school

(d)

History of local school-community situation,
and district-co~~unity situation

(e)

Sex of the respondents

(f)

Racial-ethnic background of the administrator

(g)

Years of service in the administrative field

(h)

Method of principal certification and p:incipal
selection procedures

(i)

Aspirations for administrative advancement

The significance of the study was established (1)
by the'persistence of the demand for lay involvement in the
affairs of the local schools,

{2) by the concern for the

fate of the Chicago School Board's mandated program for com-·
munity participation in local school affairs, and (3} by
the deepening awareness and growing acknowledgment of the
crucial role of the local school administrator, as a facilitater or as an obstructionist, in the implementation of any
coirununity-participation-in-the-local-schools program.
Since principals were recognized as most significant
field practitioners in the implementation of a policy of
community participation in local school affairs, the cognitions and assessments of principals were regarded to represent most cogent areas of inquiry in realizing effective
and efficient school-community relations.
that the research was to supply

prorni~ed

The information
to provide helpful
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insights into the p.rincis.>als' impact on the implementation

of the participation policy, as well as into the possible
causes of negative impact.
The examination of the stances of the district superintendents and of the local school council leaders promised
to furnish further insigJts into the subject of community
participation, by identifying and analyzing the contextual
climate in which principals operated, specifically, by assessing (1) the way superintendents and local leaders--as
the significant others--viewed community participation in
theory and in practice, and (2} the way superintendents and
local leaders perceived the roles of the principal, the
School Board, ana the local community in the

implemen~ation

of the policy of participation.
Since a high degree of agreement among the participants on the major pre.rnises of a policy was believed to be
essential for a successful implementation of such a policy,
any dichostasy among the three groups of respondents on the
theory and practice of community participation, and the
roles of the administrator, the School Board, and the community in the implementation of the participation policy,
would be indicative of conflict among the three significant
groups--a conflict of either an overt or a covert nature.
The identification of·conflict, and especially the source{s)
of conflict, were expected to provide assistance in gaining
new ideas for the promotion of more positive interaction in
I

the area of

co~rnunity

participation

a~ong

the three groups.
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Such findings were to provide most valuable feedback
to the school policy makers in the charting of subsequent action, in view of identified conditions, needs, assessments
and expectations.

The expectation was also that the find-

ings of the study would be used as reference points by
school boards, as well as by higher institutionsr in the
planning of pre-service and in-service professional programs
in the area of

co~munity

involvement, which could be made

more relevant and beneficial if based upon an identification of real conditions and needs.
Finally, the expectation was that the findiDgs
might have a constructive impact on the practicing, as w·ell
as aspiring, principals, who would be more able to assess
critically personal stands, and might serve as a guide not
only to principals of more traditional orientations, but
to the fast-moving, eager advocates of greater community
involvement in the affairs of the local schools.
The Hypotheses
The follotv-ing hypotheses were developed in order to
test the stances of principals, district superintendents,
and local school council leaders on the theory and practice
of co~~unity participation in local school affairs, and on
the roles of the principal, the School Board, ar.d the local.
school community in the implementation of the participation
90licy:
1.

In their stances regarding the theory of community
participation in the affairs of the local schools,
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there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council lead~rs.l
2.

In their assessments of the workability of local
school councils in the practice of com.-·nani ty participation in local school affairs, there will be
a significant difference among principals, district
superintendents, and local school council leaders.

3.

There will be a significant difference between
(1) the principals' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of community participation in local school affairs, {2) the district
superintendents' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of community participation in local school affairs, and (3) the local
school council leaders' stance on the theory and
their stance on the current practice of community
par~icipation in local school affairs.

4.

There will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders regarding the bases on which they
accept or reject community participation in local
school affairs.

5.

In their assessments of the principal's crucial role
in the implementation of the policy of community
participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.

6.

In their assessments of the Chicago School Board's
and the central administration's supportive role
in the implementation of the policy of comrr,unity
participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.
Limitations and Delimitations
The limitations of the study were the ones inherent

1 Hypothesis One dealt exclusively with the "what"
of the respondents' stances, while Hypothesis Four dealt
primarily 'V'Tith the "why" or the reason (s) respondents' gave
for their acceptance or rejection of conununity participation
in local school affairs.

UNIVERSITY
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in t.he questionnaire and interview methods.

The hope was

that the assurance of complete anonymity promised in the
questionnaire would encourage more openness and elicit more
accurate responses, while the use of the interview method
would verify and supplement the data of the questionnaire.
The study was delimited to elementary and to high
school principals who had actively served for not less than
half-a-year as heads of schools in the Chicago Public School
System.
The findings reported in the present study were generalized only to the district making up the population of
this research, namely the Chicago School District.

To the

extent that other large cities contained characteristics similar to those of the Chicago sample, the findings might be
applicable to them.
Definition of Terms
1.

Areas of Participation - the four general areas of

school affairs where community involvement was possible:
Personnel, Curriculum, Policies and Procedures, and Finance.
a.

Curriculum, Area of - one of the four areas of

local school affairs where corr..muni·ty involvement
was possible.

Concern here was with matters dealing

with courses of study, and more generally t·li th the
what and how of education (see appendix A for a list
of the specific items under the area of Curriculum) •
b.

•

Finance, Area of - one of the four areas o-f lo-

cal school affairs \vhere corrmunity involvement was
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possible.

Here concern was with

w~tters

dealing

directly with the monetary aspects of the school
(see appendix A for a list of the specific items under the area of Finance) .
c.

Personnel, Area of - one of the four areas of

local school affairs where community involvement was
possible.

Concern in this area was with matters

dealing directly with the school staff, e.g. the
selection, transfer, evaluation, and dismissal of
staff--professional and paraprofessionar-(see appendix A for a lis·t of the specific items under the area of Personnel).
d.

Policies and Procedures, Area of - one of the

four areas of local school affairs where community
involvement was possible.

Concern here was with mat-

ters dealing with the daily operation of the school
(see appendix A for a list of the s9ecific items under the area of Policies and Procedures).
2.

Cowmunity Control - a form of community involvement

in local school affairs where the community board or authority (such as the local school council) had full fiscal, prograrnatic, and hiring authority, within the limits of the
I

State laws and municipal regulations, as \vell as any other
agencies with \vhich the local community board or authority
had to deal (e.g. the teachers union). 1
1Final Reoort of the Task Force on Urban Rducation
•

•

•

•

•

I

p. 271.

3.

~ommunity
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Involvement - a very broad term, generally

understood to mean a higher degree of involvement by community residents in the operations af a school or sub-system than

was typically accorded to neighborhood parents and leaders.
As such, the term encompassed various kinds and degrees of
community involvement in the affairs of the local schools,
from participation (perceived as a temperate degree of community involvement) to control (perceived as the most intense
degree of involvement). 1
4.

Community Particio.ation - a temperate or mild degree

of community involvement in local school affairs, where a
combination of advisory and policy-making functions was possible.

The understanding was that the effectiveness of the

participation form of involvement was closely related to the
local school administrator's degree of concern and support
of such effort, as well as to the central administration's
or the school board's willingness to go along with plans and
recommendations proposed by the local school-cor~unity.2
5.

Components of the Particioation Practice - the vari-

ous aspects of the participation practice, which were identified in the review of the related professional literature
and research (see pages 7, 14 through 26, and chapter III),
and whose individual consideration facilitated the further
examination of the respondents' stances on the practice of
1 rbid., pp. 269-270.
2 Ibid., p. 270.
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community participation in local school affairs.
a.

Structure Cornoonent - one of the components or

aspects of the community-participation-in-the-schools
prac·tice

that was investigated in order to probe in-

to the respondents' stances regarding the efficiency
of the participation practice.

The structure aspect

of the participation practice dealt with matters like
council membership representation, guidelines delin·eating functions and responsibilities of members, and
the definition of roles of participants (see appendix
A for a list of the specific items considered under
the Structure Component of the participation practice) .
b.

Operation Component - one of the components or

aspects of the practice of community participation
in the affairs of the local school which was investigated for the purpose of probing into the respondents'
stances regarding the efficiency of the current participation practice.

The Operation aspect of the

participation practice dealt with matters like representative attendance at meetings, participation in
the decision-making process, informed membership, and
capable membership (see appendix A fo:r:- a list of the
specific items considered under the Operation Component of the partJcipation practice).
c.

Accomplishment Component - one of the components

or aspects of the practice of community participation
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in the affairs of the local school which was investi-

gated for the purpose of probing into the respondents'
stances regarding the efficiency of the current participation practice.

The Accomplishments aspect of

the participation practice dealt with matters relating to the end result, like the value of feedback, if
any, and the value of contributions, if any, in the
various areas of participation, that is, Personnel,
Curriculum, Policies and Procedures, and Finance (see
appendix A for a list of the specific entries under
the Accomplishments Component of the participation
practice).
d.

Firmness-of-Practice Component - one of the com-

ponents or aspects of the community-participation-inthe-schools practice, which was investigated for the
purpose of probing into the responden·ts' stances regarding the state and efficiency of the current participation practice.

The Firmness or Solidarity as-

pect of the participation practice dealt with the beliefs of the respondents regarding the present status
of the Local School Council as a consistent and active
agent for community participation in the affairs of
the local school (see appendix A for the specific entry under the Firmness-of-Practice Component of the
participation practice).
e.

Future-as-Present Component - one of

th~

compo-

nents of the practice of community participation in
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local school affairs that was investigated for the
purpose of probing into the respondents' stances regarding the state and efficiency of the current participation practice.

The Future-as-Present aspect

dealt with the desires of the respondents regarding
the future status of the LOcal School Council, and
hence of the participation practice (see appendix A
for the specific entry under the Future-as-Present
component of the participation practice).
f.

Future-with-Increase Component - one of the com-

ponents of the participation practice that was investigated for the purpose of probing into the respondents' stances regarding the state and efficiency
of the current participation practice.

The Future-

with-Increase aspect of the participation practice
dealt with the desires of the respondents regarding
the future status of the Local School Council, and
hence of the participation practice (see appendix A
for the specific entry under the Future-with-Increase
Component of the participation practice).

6.

.
.
1
Dichostasy - a stand1ng
apart, d'1ssens1on.

7.

District Education Council - a model of comnunity

participation at the district level.

The District Education

Council was to the district what the Local School Council
was to the local school
1

The Oxford English Dictionary, Volume III (1961),
s.v. "Dichostasy."
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8.

District

S~perintendent

- the administrative head of

any of the administrative districts of the Chicago Public
school System.
9.

Elementary School - any school which contained any

combination of grades kindergarten to eight.
10.

High School - any school which contained any combina-

tion of grades nine to twelve.
11.

Local School Community - the community within the at-

tendance district of the school.
12.

Local School Council (LSC) - the officially recog-

nized (by the Chicago School Board) model of the Chicago
School System for corrununi ty participation .in the affairs of
the local school.
13.

(For

fu~ther

description see appendix C.)

Local School Council Leader (LSCL) - any member of

the Local School Co11ncil, preferably one who had served as
an officer of the Local School Council.
14.

New Method of Principal Certificatior. Procedure -

the certificatiou which was contingent upon the successful
completion of writtten and oral examinations that emphasized
skills and competencies in (1) public school administration,
(2} public school supervision,

(3) principles of learning

and child development, and (4) communication.

Extra points

were given to the applicants for certain kinds of on-the-job
experiences.
15.

The new method became effective in 1970.

New Method of Principal Selection Procedure - the

selection which was made by the Local School Council of the
school seeking a principal.

Selected persons were

recommend-
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ed by the staff to the School Board for assingment.

The new

method became effective after 1970.
16.

Old Method of Princioal Certification Procedure -

the certification \vas contingent upon the successful completion of ·the

~vri tten

and oral examinations that emphasized

skills and competencies in school administration and supervision, and

~roficiency

in the content areas of science, math-

ematics, English, and social studies.
given for experience.

No sxtra points were

The old method was affective prior to

1970.
17.

Old Method of Princioal Selection Procedure - recom-

mendations for principals' assignments were made to the
School Board.by the staff from a list which contained all
names of candidates sequenced by the mark received on the
examinations.

Under the old method, candidates with higher

marks were assigned first.

The old method was effective pri-

or to 1970.
18.

Participation Practice - the practice of

co~munity

participation in local school affairs.
19.

Principal, Elementary - local level school adminis-

trator of any school '"hich contained any combination of
grades kindergarten through eight.
20.

Princinal, High School - local level school adrninis-

trator of any school which contained any combination of
grades nine to twelve.
21.

Stance - a mental position adopted with respect to

42
., <:'
/
something.·· ..z..:c.ct.crts, the Greek word for stance, was defined

as "position, opinion of a philoso::>her ...... moral, social,
political position."2

It was the intention of the research

paper to deal primarily with the intellectual rather than
the emotional responses of the respondent:s.

As such, the

term "stance" as defined above appeared most appropriate.
1 The Random House Dictionary of -t::he English Language,
(1967)' s. v. "Stance. "
2A Greek-English Lexicon, compiled by Henry George
Liddell D. D., revised and augmented {1951), s.v. '%'Zl-<"~a 1 s.

•
',

,,'

11

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELP.TED RESEARCH

Though the notion of lay involvement in the affairs
of the local schools was far from new, students in the field
were acknowledging the fact that in recent years--starting

,.

more specifically with the latter years of the past decade-·-

;,..

r,

the practice of community involvement in the affairs of the
local schools had reached new levels of popularity.

Such pop-

ularity appeared more pronounced in the big urban centers#
L.

where the practice was finding some definite expression under any one of the involvement patterns recognized as partieipation, partnership and control.
A great number of research studies conducted d•.1r inc;
the same period sought to investigate various aspects of the
notion and of the practice of comnuni ty involvement in
affairs of the local schools.

th(~

A review of such relevant re-

search was deemed essential in providing necessary background
information for the present study.
Several research studies .in the area of·community involvement in local school affairs dealt--either exclusively
or partially--with the perceptions of concerned groups re-·
gardi:ng community involvement, as \·Tell as the perceived effectiveness of the g·iven models for such involvement, and
sought to examine possible assets an.d pitfalls in the imple43
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mentation attempts .for community involvement in the affairs
of the local schools.
As early as 1967 a study by May sought to investigate
the effectiveness of local school committees in four County
unit School Districts in Oregon, as assessed by school administrators, school board members, local school committee members, and laymen who were officers in service organizations.
The study was of particular interest because of the administrators' assessments on the one hand, and the scope of criticism, which bore striking similarities to the current criticism of local school councils, on the other.
The findings indicated that although local school
co~mittees

were not perceived as very effect.ive by the major-

ity of the respondents, a majority of the school board members and the local school comn1ittee members, viewing LSCs
as necessary to the school district operation, recommended
tha.t the functions of the local committees should be maintained as were, or increased in scope, while a majority of the
administrators recommended the elimination of the corn...'Tii ttees .1
A study by Keith, whose purpose ,.,as to analyze the
recon~endations

made by inner city residents of Indianapolis

for improving school and community services, and to test the
validity of the recommendations according to current conditions in t:he area, concluded that residents' recommendation-s
were found to have considerable validity.

Research evidence

lMay, "A Study of the Perceptions of Effectiveness of
Local School Committees in Four County Unit School Distric-=s
in Oregon," p. 98A.
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revealed that although many of the needs of the disadvantaged
corn.:~tuni. ties

1.vere regarded as "common knowledge," the involve-

ment of residents resulted in

~ore

appropriate planning by

(a) encouraging better communication,

(b) generating more

precise assessment of needs and types of services and activities desired by individual

co~nunities,

and (c) encouraging

community pride. 1
A study by lVilliams, whose purpose was to investiga·f:e
the

co~~unity

planning process known as Education Facilities

Charrette--a process considered by several to have the potential of encouraging community participation and restoring local control, based on the theory that local citizens would
become involved if they perceived that such participation
would have an effect on the decision outcomes of a given endeaver--concluded that there v;ras adequate leadership among
the lay community that had the capability to generate crea·tive and

sophisticatc~d

ideas for the improvement of educat.ion-

al prog·rams. 2
A study by Kinney, seeking to determine whether in-

volvement with citizens•school committees changed the principals' perceptions of citizens participation in school affairs,
lLeroy Keith, "An Analysis of Recomm.endations J.l'iade by
Inner City Residents of Indianapolis for Improving Schools
and Community" (Ed.D. dissertation, Indiana University, 1970)
Disseri:ation Abstracts, XXXI (Ann Arbor: Xerox University
Microfilms, Inc., 1971), p. 5710A.
2 Robert Dale Williams, "The San Francisco Charrette:

,,f

'

.

A Case Study of Community Involvement .in Educational Planning"
(Ed.D. dissertation, Stanford University, 1970) Dissertation
~st~~cts, XXXI (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc.,
1971), p. 5742A
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particularly in regard to (a) the capabilities of citizens

to diagnose school problems,

(b) the interest and willingness

of citizens' committees to become involved deeply enough for
making appropriate judgments about school problems, and (c)
the extent to which opinions and judgments of the

co~nunity

should be sought in school affairs, reached some interesting
conclusions from which important inferences could be drawn.
Findings of the study indicated that urban principals
demonstrated a significant negative change on both the capability and interest of communities, and a significant positive change on the extent, with the urban elementary prin·cipals as a sub-group showing a significant negative change on
interest, and no significant change on either of the other
two dependent variables, and the urban secondary principals
showing significant positive change on extent, no significant
change on interest, but a significant negative change on capability.l
One

could explain the significant positive change

of the respondents on the extent variable as indicative of
the respondents' perceptions of the potential contributions
communities could make.
A study by Linick, designed to explore the potential
of school advisory councils to reduce conflict and to promote
change, concluded that through the school advisory council
a vehicle had been provided for the exchange of ideas, and

t'

~-·., .·
<j;.··

lKinney, "Principal's Perception of C..i tizen School
Study Committees, n p. 529A.
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for partially meeting the need for participants to be part of
the decision making process, thereby succeeding in reducing
conflict and promulgating change. 1
During the same year a study by Tisdale, dealing

~.;i th

the organizational structures and the operational patterns of
school-community advisory groups in the elementary schools
of the Los Angeles Unified School District, and exar.tining
the perceptions of the principals in this area, found out
that principals of schools without organized advisory councils considered the formation of advisory groups as too tirne
consuming, while such factors as lack of community leadership, lack of guidance for principals in forming school-comrnunity advisory groups, the requi:cement for night meetings,
and the

insuffic~ent

support from the school staffs were

viewed as additional roadblocks on the way to building school
advisory groups. 2
Linscomb's study, conducted also in 1971, sought to
examine community participation in school affairs through
community advisory councils in the Watts area of Los Angeles.
Principals,

tea~hers,

advisory council chairmen, and communi-

ty mewbers were involved in producing the data of the_study.
Findings indica ted, among other things, that community ad·..ri!Herbert Linick, "A School Advisory Council as a Mechanism for Change and Reducing Conflict" (Ph.D. dissertation,
U.C.L.A., 1971) Disserta·tion Abstracts, XXXII (Ann Arbor:
Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1972), pp. 5505-06A.
2Tisdale, "A Survey o£ Organizational Structures and
Operational Patterns of School-Community Advisory Groups in
the Elementary Schools of the Los Angeles Unified School District," p. 4315A.

sory councils were used

.:~s

48
means for participation in school

affairs by inner-city peoplG, and that community leadership

was developed by training and the successful accomplishments
.
of the a d v1sory
counc1'1 s. 1

A study by Sedlack, whose purpose was to analyze the
local school councils' operations and to examine the local
school principals' evaluations of the local councils, found
out that although local school councils did identify local
school needs and presented such needs to the district education councils, along with suggested solutions, principals
evaluated the local school councils as slightly valuable in
the operation of the schools.

The study also concluded that

the councils' participation in decision making \'las minimal,
because the councils lacked knowledge in the areas in which
they might share in decision making, and because the School
Board still reserved to itself the right to final decisions. 2
A study by Archer, conducted in 1973, found out that
advisory councils displayed variations in regard to the participatory skills they possessed, and concluded that th.ere
t'las

very little specific evidence that advisory councils were

a significant source of information feedback from the communi1

Linscomb, "The Structures and Organizations of SucAdvisory Councils in an Inner-City Area of the Los
Angeles City Unified School District," p. 4290A.
ce~sful

2

John William Sedlack, Jr., "An Analysis and Evaluation of Local School Council Guidelines Established by the
Chicago Board of Education" (Ed.D. dissertation, University
of Northern Colorado, 1973) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXIV··
(Ann Arbor: Xerox University Mikrofilms, Inc., 1973),
pp. 6920-2lA.
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ty to the principal.!
A study by McKenna, whose

purpos~

was to develop a

modei to determine the effectiveness of the school-community
advisory councils in the Los Angeles Unified School District,
found out that in the majority of the cases there were no observable effects of the school-community advisory councils
on the school or on the educational environment.

Such find-

ings stood in contrast to some other findings of ·the same
study which indicated (a) that the function of the council
was to provide school administrators with means to assess cornmunity attitudes and to allow interaction between school and
cortlil.mni·ty; (b) that the school-community advisory council was
a satisfactory means for providing lay involvement in the
decision making

process for the Los Angeles Unified School

District schools, and (c) that the majority of interviewers
2
. f'1e d t ..h at t h e1r
. counc1'1 s were e ff ect1ve.
.
were satls

Tirozzi, in examining the perceptions of three groups
of administrators concerning the expectations of school administrat0rs

~

regard to the involvement of school-cor::ununity

advisory councils in the educational decision making process,
found out that the councils were perceived as having the potential to increase communication and understanding, and to

--------lArcher, "The Management of School-Community Advisory
Councils by Elementary Principals," pp. 3725-26A.
2Mary Frances McKenna, "A Model to Determine Effectiveness of School Ccrrununity Advisory Councils of the Los
Angeles Unified School District" (Ed.D. dissertation, University of Southern California, 1973) Dissertation Abstracts,
XXXIV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1974),
p.

377 4A.

foster positive attitudes
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between

school and community,

thereby making the board more responsive to the comrnunity 1
and the community and teaching staff more involved in the
educational decision making.
The author also found that administrators perceived
councils as having the potential to improve the ability of
communitv school directors and central office administrators
in the discharge of duties and responsibilities, and that
councils would

no~

handicap the effectiveness of local

school administrators in administering their school programs.
Indeed, councils were perceived a.s valuable and important
components of the school district, able to contribute to
the improvement of the school's total educational program.
A most significant finding of the study was that all
three groups of administrators perceived a minimal degree
of involvement

fo~

school-coF~unity

advisory councils in

matters relating to p&rsonnel, curriculum, budget, and inservice training, while the highest degree of involvement
was perceived in areas voutside" of the school and in activities which take place "after" school.
The study pointed also to a number of pitfalls of
school-community advisory councils, such as {a) the councils
growing into "power groups"

~d

cor:u:nuni ty control of schools,
truly representative of the

thus becoming vehicles for

(b) the councils not being

co~munities

they serve,

(c) the

councils becoming dominated by self-interest groups, desirous of "doing their own thing," and (d) the councils not
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maintaining the advisory role.l
A study by Bernero, also conducted in 1973, sought
to examine the attitudes and reactions of a select group of
urban elementary teachers to the concept of community control, and to compare teacher attitudes and reactions to the
attitudes and reactions of administrators and community residents.

Findings indicated that there was a heavy negative

response to community control from all teachers of both the
majority and minority ethnic groups, though the Spanish subgroup displayed greater sympathy with the movement toward
control than the other minority groups.

Indeed, Bernero's

study indicated that a negative correlation was found to exist between teachers' professed exposure to community control and the teachers' approval of it.

An interesting find-

ing was that although teachers possessed a positive attitude
toward the notion of community control, teachers were in opposition to the reality of control.
The study also indicated that opposition to the subareas of community control was lessening as such areas were
removed from the professional life of the teacher.

Finally,

findings of the study showed that administrators and teachers were in close agreement in regard to

th~r

attitudes and

reactions to community control, while a schism was evident
lGerald Nicholas Tirozzi, "An Assessment of the Expectations of School Administrators Concerning the Ii~volve
ment of School-Community Advisory Councils in the Educational Decision-Making Process" (Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan
State University, 1973) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXIV (Ann
Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1974), pp. 555657A.
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betv1een professionals and communi t.y residents .1
A study by Malles sought to

ass~ss

the perceptions

of teachers, administrators) and community council members as
to the role of the school-community council in educational
decision making.

Participating in the study were nine ele-

mentary school-conullunities, three from each of the three administrative areas of the Chicago School System.

Of the 260

subjects, 164 were teachers, 85 were parent-council members,
and 11 were administrators.
Evidence from the data of the study showed that the
three groups were in general agreement as to the perceived
REAL role of the school community council in educational decision making.

Such perceptions indicated that the counclls

had NO or MINOR influence.

Significant differences were re-

ported among the three groups for t:he IDEAL influence of the
councils, with the parents favoring greater Ideal Major int::.uence levels than did teachers or administrators in mos·t
key issues.

Approximately, sixty percent of the parents re-

sponded f•::Jr more community participation in educational decision wal.:ing, while the percent of both administrators and
teachers responding similarly was only thirty percent.
ferences in the

respondent~

Dif-

perceptions were pronounced in

lJames Anthony Bernero, "A Critical Study of the Attitudes and Reactions of a Select Group of Urban Elementary
;::'eachers to the Concept of Community Control with a Comparison of Their Reactions to Those of Administrators and Community Residents" (Ed.D. dissertation, Loyola University of
Chicago, 1973) Dissertation P~stracts, XXXIV (Ann Arbor:
Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1973), pp. 1013-14A.
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other areas also: approximately sixty-seven percent of the
pa·rents recognized the council membership as representative
of the local

co~~unity,

as did but twenty-three percent of

the teachers and ad.rninistrators; approximately seventy percent of the parents perceived the councils as having contributed to the improvement of educational programs, as did but
a fifteen percent of the teachers and fifty percent of the
administrators. 1
A study conducted by Hammonds in 1974 attempted to
analyze the views on community participation under decentralization of those directly involved in the school affairs of
one Detroit high school.

There was unanimous agre€me:nt in

the responses of all categories of respondents--students,
staff and community people--that increased

COIT~unity

partie-

ipation in the school would produce positive educational
outcomes, and that greater community participation was a
precondition for improvement at the school

under study.

Lack of consensus was reported regarding the appropriate
role of communi t.y people in school affairs, and the supportive or antagonistic attitudes of the community towards the
school, as weli as the results of the present level of
lJames Emery Malles, "Perceptions of Teachers, Ad-.
ministrators and Community Council Members in Nine Select
Elementary School-Communities of the Chicago Public Schools
as to the Role of the School-Community Council in Educational Decision-Making" (Ed.D. dissertation, University of Illinois at Urbana,Champaign, 1974) Dissertation Abstracts,
XXXV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Hicrofilms-;-:L"nc. ,1975T,
pp. 7566-67A.

J
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t 1
cO!Jffitlnl. -Y l.n!JU-.

Another study, conducted by Caldwell, had as a major
purpose the assessment of the perceptions of school administrators concerning

school-co~~unity

ucational decision making.

advisory councils in ed-

Respondents included superinten- ·

dents, comn1unity school principals, and community school directors, all of whom had worked acti •1ely vTi th school-community advisory councils.

Data collected showed adrninistra-

tors' perceptions of the actual and ideal functions of the
councils, as well as the perceived effectiveness cf the councils (a) on school-community relations,

(b) on educational

decision-making, and (c) on administrative effectiveness.
Significant differences were reported in the perceptions of the functions and potential effectiveness of advisory councils between the principals and the superintendents
on the one hand, and the community school directors on t.he
other.

Findings showed that the community school directors

--the very practitioners who Korked most closely with the
school.-cornmuni ty advisory councils--consistently
fun~tions

vie~qed

the

and effectiveness of the councils more favorably

than the other

t~;o

groups of respondents, who were more in-

fluential hierarchically.

In analyzing the perceptions of

the actual functioning of the councils ~ith the ideal poten1 Robinson Roy.Hammonds,

"A Case Study of the Views
of Key Participants in Local School Affairs Relative to Community Participation Under Decentralization" (Ph.D. dissertation, The University of Michigan, 1974) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc.,
1975) I p. 4907A.
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tial for functioning, all groups of respondents indicated
that there was a great need for improving current practices. 1
A study by Martin, in which the researcher sought to
examine the perceptions of principals and advisory council
chairmen regarding the role and effectiveness of school advisory councils, found out that there was a significant difference of perceptions between principals and advisory council chairmen regarding the role of the school advisory councils.

Indeed, significant differences were revealed in re-

gard to the functions of councils as advisory only, and over
the areas and extent of involvement.
tiveness

of

the

Regarding the effec-

school advisory councils the perceptions

of the two groups of respondents did not differ significantly except (a) in their regard of community apathy as the
greatest deterrent to school advisory council's effectiveness, (b) in their evaluation of extensive

non-me~ber

partie-

ipation as enhancing school advisory council effectiveness,
and (c) in their stand that member selection could determine
the entire success or failure of the school advisory coun"1 . 2

c~

A study by Buechler endeavored to determine the
1 Thomas Paul Caldwell, "An Assessment of Perceptions
of Arizona Community School Administrators Concerning SchoolCommunity Advisory Councils in Educational Decision-Making"
(Ph.D. dissertation, The University of Michigan, 1974) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1975); pp. 406l-62A.
2o. R. Martin, "The Role and Effectiveness of SchoolCommunity Advisory Councils as Perceived by Principals and
Advisory Council Chairmen," p. 761A.

r
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perceptions of community council

members and school adminis-

trators regarding the functions of school community councils,
as well as the activities school community councils engaged
in

and the degree of success.

Both community council mem-

bers and administrators indicated that the council structure
had improved the involvement of community with the school,
but community council members agreed that the council plan
had not resulted in an overall improvement in the operation
of the school.

Both groups of respondents agreed on the func-

1
.
tJ.ons
o f th e comrnmu.' ty councJ.'1 s.
A study by Welsh, whose purpose was to determine the
role and functions of the Los Angeles Unified School District's secondary school-community advisory councils in the
1973-74 school year, as perceived by principals, teachers,·
community persons and students, found out that participants·
in advisory councils believed strongly that their membership
and endeavors were worth while, and that the advisory coun-·
cil establishment had improved the quality of education anq
the school program.

2

Brickman's study sought to determine the differences
1

Ernest Peter Buechler, "An Analysis of the Function
of the CornmunityCouncil in Region One Elementary Schools in
Detroit" (Ed.D. diss~tation, Wayne State University, 1974)
Dissertation Abstracts, XXXV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University
Microfilms, Inc., 1975), p. 4061A.
2

charles c. Nelsh, "Alter Group Perceptions of the
Los Angeles Unified School District's Secondary School Advisory Councils, 1973-1974" (Ed.D. dissertation, Brigham Young
University, 1974) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXV (Ann Arbor:
Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1974), p. 2618A.
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and similarities in group perceptions of the value and progress of school-community advisory council part.icipation in
decision making in the Los Angeles U>lified School District.
The groups studied included teachers, administrators, classified personnel, P.T.A., and
members,

school-co~munity

advisory council

each as it related to school level, school size,

and student body ethnicity.
Data from the study indicated that school-based
groups from

~vhi te

student bodies had a lower value percep-

tion and a lower progress perception than groups of black or
Spanish surnamed student bodies, while school-based groups
from black student bodies had a higher value perception than
school-based groups from Spanish surnamed student bodies. 1
In reviewing the findings of the above studies en
the perceptions of concernedrgroups regarding community involvement in local school affairs, one soon became impressed
~vith

some conflicting findings, often within the same study.

Yet, a more thorough analysis of the findings pointed repeatedly to some definite consistency in the respondents' positions.

Most respondents, critical as they appeared to be of

the current practice of community involvement in local school
affairs, seemed to generally favor better (meaning improved)
and/or more involvement, wit.h the professional respondents
indicating a preference for a rather limited involvement, and
in certain areas rather than in all areas, while

th~

non-

1
Brickman, "G.roup Perceptions of School-Community Advisory Council Participation in Decision Making in the Los
Angeles Unified School District," p. 6355A.
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professional respondents were expressing most often a preference for more involvement and in more areas than current practice permitted.

Also, ·though most respondents, of both the

professional and non-professional categories, were acknowledging benefits deriving from the practice of community involvement in local school affairs, few, if any, were recognizing any direct and/or substantial benefits on the educational outcomes which could be attributed to such practice.
A number of research studies had also attempted to
determine and examine perceptions on roles, functions, responsibilities, skills,and characteristics of the various participant agents in the school-community involvement effort.
Some studies tried to examine the relationships among such
participants, 'tV'hile others endeavored to determine the influence that participant agents had on each other and on the
total effort of community involvement in local school affairs.
A study by Becerra, whose purpose was to identify percep·tions held by school administrators and community representatives about each others' skills and readiness to be involved in

partic~patory

decision making for affecting educa-

tional practices, indicated significant differences between
the t'h·o groups :
Disparities were identified in perceptions of each others'
ability to understand their role, ability to distinguish
bet~H~en policy making and decision making, group representativeness, and their own ability to ~ork in participatory decision making.. Other areas showing disparities
T,-;ere in perceptions of functioning roles they were least
and most prepared to perform, role responsibility and
perceptions of obstacles to working in participatory

r
~-

decision making. 1
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The four main conclusions drawn from the results
were:
(1) (S)chool administrators perceived themselves differently from community representatives as to their skills
and readiness in participatory decision making, (2) the
school administrators perceived themselves as being more
effective than they were perceived by community representatives, (3) there is a need for organized training
in preparing people for working in participatory decision
making, and (4) negative attitudes are the greatest obstacles
working in a participatory decision making
process.

zo

Harris, in examining citizen participation in the educational decision making process as perceived by parents
from a lmver socio-economic neighborhood, also drew some irnportent and relevant··conclusions:
• • • (G) enerally there is little agreement bet~.veen professior.al educators and lay citizens about the assumption of
complete responsibility by either group for selected ed-·
ucational tasks. Professional educators and lay citizens
alike indicated that they favored a sharing of responsibility for most educational tasks. Teachers and parents
both agreed that the technical aspects of teaching should
be left to the discretion of the prpfessional educators.
Lay citizens indicated conclusively that they tvere more
concerned about the ~stablishment and shaping of education-'3.1 policy than with the specifics of classroom activity. They illso indicated a desire to be i~volved ir. varying degrees in all dimensions of the educational process.3

1 Becerra, "Role Perceptions of ..Adminis~:cators _and
Community Representatives in Participatory Deci~ion Making,"
pp. 6887-88.
2 Ibid.
3George De\.;ey Harris, .Jr. , "A Study of Citizen Participa.tion in the Educational Decision-!<iaking Proce,ss as Perceived by Parents from a Lower Socio-Economic Neighborhood" (Ph.D.
dissertation, Michigan State University, 1970) Dissertation
Abstracts, XXXI (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc.,
1971) ,

p.

3814A.
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Sedlack, in the same study mentioned earlier,' coneluded that the apparent confusion about the council's role,
which was by no means clearly or similarly perceived by all
parties concerned, was a serious problem creating an impossible dilemma for local school principals.

1

McKenna, in investigating the judgements of principals and council chairmen of thirty-three selected schools
in the Los Angeles Unified School District, in order to develop a model for determining the effectiveness of the schoolcommunity advisory councils, concluded that the functior£ of
the councils was

"to provide school administrators with a

means to judge community attitudes and to allow interaction
between school and

.,

co~~unity."-

A·study by Keeney, whose purpose was to

determine~

and analyze the opinions of selected professionals and lay
groups concerning the rGle of citizen advisory committees,
concluded that principals "were less inclined to oppose participa tion, \'lith some real res pons ibi li ty, in actions concerning schools." 3
1

sedlack, Jr., "An Analysis and Evaluation of Local
School Council Guidelines Established by the Chicago Board
of Education," pp. 6920-21A.
2

McKenna, "A Model to Determine Effectiveness of
School Com.rnunity Advisory Councils of the Los Angeles Unified
School District," p. 3774A.
Jerry Frederick Ke~ney, "A Study of Opin~ons Con~
cerning the Role of Citizen-Advisory Committees Established
in Section 49 of Article 77 of the Annotated Code of Maryland 1969" (Ed.D. dissertation, The George Washington University, 1972) Disserta~cion Abstracts, XXXIII (Ann Arbor: Xerox
University Microfilms, Inc., 1972), p. 2652A.
3
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Linick, in pointing to some variables which were

found to have great significance in understanding advisory
councils, concluded that the personalities of the participants, particularly that of the school principal, affect the
results and influence the functions of the advisory groups.

1~

Ferreira, in investigating a single parent group's
perspective of educators, concluded that a principal's acceptance of parental participation was related to the principal's tolerance for ambiguity and awareness of complexity,
and that a principal's behavior was a function of the principal's awareness of role expectations and personality needs. 2
Jenkins, perceiving the presence of the school advisory councils as a potential source of challenge to the principals, examined the principal-advisory council relationship
as it related (a) to the principals' conceptions of the principal's role vis-a-vis the council's role, (b) to the problems of authority principals had with the advisory councils,
and (c) to the control strategies employed by principals in
dealing with the authority problems.
Findings of the study indicated that principals pe+ceived the principal's role as the legitimate decision maker
1

Linick, "A School Advisory Council as a Mechanism
for Change and Reducing Conflict," pp. 5505-6A.
2
Joseph Lewis Ferreira, "A Participant Observation
Study of a Parent Group and Its Reletionship with School Personnel and Community Forces in a Racially Mixed Urban Elementary School" (Ph.D. dissertation, Syracuse University, 1971}
Dissertation Abstracts, XXXII (Ann Arbor: Xerox University
M1crofilms, Inc., 1972), pp. 4277-78A.
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in the school, while viewing the role of the advisory council as not involved with making decisions, but only with
indicating

co~nunity

opinion and providing support for the

principal, the faculty, and the school.
In Jenkins' study principals \'lere found to recognize
that members of the council often held a community or political perspective en community participation not concurring
with the principal's views, thus providing a challenge to
the authority of the principal.

Principals were also fou2:.d

to use several control strategies in order to manage the
council members' impressions that the councils were

invol~..red

meaningfully in decision making, and that the principals
..
d ec~s~on
..
were t h e 1 eg~t~rnate
rna k ers. 1

A study by r·!armion, --;·rhose

purpos~

was to est.ablis!-2

associations between principals' characteristics and the
advisory councils identified as highly effective at the end
of the first .Year of district mandated advis.:>ry ccu:,1cil c:.cti vity, indicated that the principals were not in agreement as
to v,rhat the principal's role in relation to the community
should. be.

Interestingly enough, most principals did not

perceive tho.t an effective council was necessary to a continuation Df their status as principals.

Indeed, most princi-

pals in the study did not believe that there was pressing
organizational or personal need for establishing a district
1

.

Jean Elizabeth Kohl Jenkins, "Control Strategies:
Respon3es of Publi..-..: School Principals to School-Community
Advisory Councils" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of California, I~s Angeles, 1974) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXV (Ann
Arbor: Xerox University Microf~lms, Inc., 1975). p. 6395A.
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rnandated advisory council at each school, and did not include
effective advisory council activity in the definition of personal success.

1

A study by Bruce, recognizing as crucial the role of

the principal in school corrumunity relations, sought to examine the expectations parents and professional staffs held of
the elementary principals in this area. The study concluded

that the majority of parents and teachers expected principals

to encourage and foster parental involvement in school programs.

2

William's study stressed the need for community participants to have feelings of trust and confidence in the
school authorities.

3

Archer's study indicated that conflict

among participants was a major cause of non-success in school
advisory council activities, and that strong personal leadership by the principal was the most ii!iportant factor in the
effectiveness of an advisory council.

The study also con-

eluded that the job enlargement of the principalship was inconsistent with reasonable expectations for administrative
success.

4

Linscomb's study concluded that school principals

1

Marmion, "The Relationship of School Principals'
Characteristics to the Community Advisory Process," p. 4929A.
2

Elkins Louis Bruce, Jr., "The Role of the EleMentary
Principal in School-Community Relations" (Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Michigan, 1971) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXII
(Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1972J, p. 6026A.
3

williams, "The San Francisco.charrettee: A Case Study

of Community Involvement in Educational Planning," p. 5742A.
4

Archer, "The Management of School-Community Advisory
Councils by Elementary Principals,~ pp. 3725-26A.

(
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were the primary resource persons to the councils, and as such
influenced greatly advisory council decisions and activities.l
While McKenna • s s t.udy found that the climate created by ·the
interaction between the principal of the school and the chairman of the council influenced to a significant degree the
.
'1 . 2
effect1veness
o f .....
~ne counc1

Several research studies endeavored to determine current practices of

co~rnunity

involvement in the affairs of the

local schools, and sought to examine the structure and organization of community councils, as well as the areas and degrees of community involvement in local school affairs.
Linscomb's study showed that community advisory councils were used as the vehicle for community participation in
school affairs by inner-city people in the Los Angeles Unified School District.

Another finding of the study was that

council leadership and meniliership

cfu~e

from the existing

Parent Teacher Associations. 3
In McKenna's study there was general agreement among

the respondents as to the advisory function of the school
conununity advisory council.
coiT~unity

1

Data also showed that the school

advisory council was considered as a satisfactory

Linscomb, "The Structure and Organization of
ful Community Advisory Councils in an Inner-City Area
Los Angeles City Unified School District," p. 4290A.
2
McKenna, "A Model to Determine Effectiveness
School Community Advisory Councils of the Los Angeles
School District," p. 3774A.
'
3
Linscomb, nThe Structure and Organization of
ful Community Advisor¥ Councils in an Inner-City Area
Los Angeles City Unif1ed School District," p. 4290A.

Successof the
of
Unified
Successof the
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means for providing lay involvement in the decision making
process in the schools of the Los Angeles Unified School District.

Another finding of the study was that the majority

of councils had in com.'11on the structure of the group, while
thsre was little similarity in the degree to which the councils compared in the areas of growth and productivity. 1
Sedlack's study found out that representation on the
councils was limited, and as such the
real value to the schools.

council~

were of little

In addition, the study indicated

that the council's participation in decision making was minimal, because of the limited involvement allowed by the
Board of Education, and because of the councils' limited
knowledge in the areas where shared decision could occur.
The author also concluded that the limited importance of the
councils' activities was the consequence of a lack of sustained leadership on the part of the principal, or any knmvledgeable leadership in the area.

2

Barber's study found out that the advisory committee
was one of the citizen participation strategies occurring
most frequently in the administration of educational programs,
and that educational leaders with experience in citizen participation ranked advisory committee strategy as the most
1

McKenna, "A Model to Determine Effectiveness of
School Community Advisory Councils of the Los Angeles Unified
School District,~ p. 3774A.
2

sedlack, Jr., "An Analysis and Evaluation of Local
School Council Guidelines Established by the Chicago Board
of Education," pp. 6920-21A.
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.

ef£ect1ve s

t

.

ra~egy.

1

On the other hand, a study by D. L. Martin concluded
that, although advisory councils were instituted as a vehicle
for active involvement of the community and ·the school staff
in the decision making processes at the local school level,
the vehicle was slow in meeting this objective.

2

Research on the topic of community involvement seemed
also to abound with recommendations for the improvement of
the practice.
May, having concluded that the advisory functions of
the local school cOimnittees should be broadened and formalized, recommended that for greater effectiveness more regular
meetings should be planned, and more adequate communication
sys~ems

should be established,so that local school committees

might function from a sounder base of knowledge.

The author

also reco1nmended that adequate guidelines should be developed
to delineate carefully the functions of the local school com•

.L

rrn t. •-ees .

3

Keith, having found in an extensive study that
1 Daniel Maxfield Barber, "Effective Citizen Participation Strategies for Educational Leaders" {Ed.D. dissertation, Florida Atlantic University, 1974) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc.,
"I9 74)-;--p. 2562A.
.
2

Donald Laurence Martin, "School Community Advisory
Councils and Their RelationshiP to Shared Decision-Making"
(Ph.D. dissertation, Claremont-Graduate School, 1974) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXV (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1975), p. 7567A.
3
May, "A Study of the Perceptions of Effectiveness of
Local School Committees in Four County Unit School Districts
in Oregon," p. 98A.

\
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ccrrununlty residents' contributions were of considerable validity, recommended

(a)

maximum participation for lovT-income

residents in planning programs for their communities, and
(b) the involvement of greater numbers o:E community residents •

.Another recommendation was that outside consul·tants should
help \'lOrk out the details of programs recommended by residents, while follow-up committees should make certain that
programs were implemented in accordance with recommendations
made by the residents of the area.

1

A study by Harris, which examined the extent and
quality of communications that existed between the residents
of a lower socio-economic community in Ne\'T Haven, Connecticut,
and the neighborhood elementary school which the community
children aLtended, and sought to determine the efficacy of
the various systems through which lay citizens

~"ere

influ-

encing educational policy, recoP.lffiended st:ror:gly the improve··
ment of school-community communication techniques. 2
Williams' study concluded that representation was a
critical problem with local school councils, and reconunended
that much time and care should be given for the formation of
an 'inclusive' council based upon a sound knowledge of the
community.
1

The study also indicated that ·the involvement of

Keith, "An Analysis of Recommendations Hade by Inner
City Residents of Indianapolis for Improving School and Community," p. 5710A.
2 Harris, Jr., "A Study of Citizen Participation in
the Educational Decision-Making Process as Perceived by Parents from a Lmver Socio-Economic Neighborhood," p. 3814A.

r
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comnmni ty rep.resentati ves required ample time for pre-planning and the sharing of information and decision making
authority in a completely sincere and non-manipulative manner.

Of great importance was that the intentions of those

sponsoring community involvement should be perceived as sin·,
h
cere oy
t.e

.

.

part~c~pants.

1

Pumphrey's study, which attempted to ascertain the
organizational structures and processes through which constructive parental participation and decision making was
accomplished by the use of advisory councils in selected
elementary schools of the Los Angeles City School District
serving emerging, middle-class, minority families, found
out that advisory councils could be effective in promoting
parent participation if such groups were voluntary, were
allowed to make decisions of the type of organization, had
elected parent officers, and were able to decide areas of
discussion and areas of activities.

2

Tisdale's study identified the need of guidance to
principals in forming school advisory groups.

3

Linscomb's

1

williams, "The San Francisco Charrette: A Case
Study of Co::nrnuni t.y Involvement in Educational Planning,"
p. 57 421~.
2

willard George Pumphrey, "The Structure and'Organization of Successful Community Advisory Councils in an
Emerging Middle-Class Area in the Los Angeles City School
Districts" (Ed.D. dissertation, Brigham Young University,
1971) Dissertation Abstracts, XXXII (Ann Arbor: Xerox University Microfilms, Inc., 1972), p. 4304A.
3

Tisdale, "A Survey of Organizational Structures and
Operational Patterns of School-Conununity Advisory Groups in
the Elementary Sc~ools of the Los Angeles Unified School
District," p. 4315A.

~
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research pointed out that "inservice training was necessary
tc ancourar:Je participation by school staff merrbers and to

. ure e ff ec t '1 ve par .._'
'
t'1on b y cornmunJ.' t y me mb
1ns
~.-.1.c1pa
, ers. nl
Kinney's study, having found that involvement had
brought about change in some instances in the principals'
percep·tions of citizen school cornmi ttees, concluded that
nore involvement might bring change in more instances.
such, the recommendation

of the study

As

was that more time

be provided for interaction between the school administrators and the local committees. 2
Goff, in a study which sought to develop a model
that would serve as a guide for educators interested in
increasing public participation in school-community programs,
pointed to "the necessity for a genuine desire on the part
of boards of aducation, school administrators, teachers,
and other school personnel, to involve the lay citizens in

decisions related to evaluation and improvement of education
for children." 3

Thorough and continuous planning was also

stressed in the study as a prerequisite for success.

4

Larson's study, which sought to examine community
1

Linscomb, "The Structures and Organizations of Successful Community Advisory Councils in an Inner-City Area of
the Los Angeles City Unified School District: p. 4290A.
2
Kinney, "Principal's Perception of Citizen School
Study Committees," p. 529A.
3

Goff, 11 Recommendations for Inclusion of Citizens'
Advisory Committees into a Total Program of School-Cornrr~nity
Relations," p. 2644A.
4 Ibid.
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involvement in educational decision making in a MexicanAmerican community, made the following recommendations
tmvards a more successful school-community involvement
effort:
1. School systems should dispel any attitudes of paternalism on their part and work toward the concept of parity with the community group. 2. Advisory councils
should include all segments of the communi ~:y to be
served by the results of any negotiations. 3. School
systems should not present a plan, however appropria·te
it might appear, to be reacted to by an advisory council. 4. Negotiations should not be constrained by the
pressure of time. 5. School systems should learn as
much as possible, as objectively as po3sible, about the
co:mmuni ty with which they are negotiating. 6. Boards
of Education should conceive policies on community advi·sory Iouncils to present to such groups at their incep·~
tion.
Keeney's study recorn..rnended that professional educa-·
tors should develop policies and procedures, as well as
administrative behavioral patterns, that would increase
citizen involvement but retain professional control.

Par-

ticularly, efforts should be continued to involve parents
and citizen groups in curriculum planning activities, in
order to stimulate interest and responsibility for involvement in this aspect of the educational program.

Other rec-

ommendations of the study included the institution of cooperative discussions between concerned professional and lay
groups to re-examine the roles of educators and to define
the roles of advisory committees, and to seek consensus
1

Larson, "Community Involvement and Educational
Decision making: The Development of a Mexican American Curriculum Office in t.he Toledo Public Schools," p. 532A.
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about the areas of responsibility in which citizen advisory

cornr.1ittees might function productively. 1
McKenna, in the study mentioned earlier, whose purpose was the development of a model for determining,the effectiveness of the school-community advisory councils, recommended that the evaluation of the school-community advisory
councils should be made on the basis of the structure, growth,
and productivity of the councils, within the framework of the
individuality of each school.

The author further recommend-

ed that an investigation should also be made (a) of the reasons for any lack of total

con~unity

participation, (b) of

the principal's perceptions of his role as it related to the
effectiveness of the council, (c) of the characteristics of"
the principal and the chairman of the council as they affected the interaction between the two persons, (d) of the necessary components in the int,era.ction between the principal and
the chairman of the council, (e) of the true representation
of a diversified community in the structure of the council,
and (f) of the effect that the transient membership had on
the effectiveness of the council.

The need for mutually

understood definitions of roles of the principal and the
chairman of the council was found to be of great significance
.
t o t h e e ff ect~veness
o!- t h e 1 oca 1 counc~. 1 . 1
1

Keeney, "A Study of Opinions Concerning the Role of
Citizen-Advisory Committees Established in Section 49 of
Article 77 of the Annotated Code of Maryland 1969," p. 26521\..
2
McKenna, "A Zvlodel to Determine Effectiveness of
School Corr~unity Advisory Councils of the Los Angeles Unified
School District," p. 3774A.
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A study by Salmeron, whose purpose was to explore
t.he areas of organizational behavior, decision making, and
g~coup

interpersonal rela.tions, in relation to community par-

ticipation and the resulting change in the schools, indicatec1 that. i·t was imperative that the culture of the school
and the culture of the community be seen in relation ·to the
larger societal structure, since no one of the three variables could be understood without an understanding of the
others.

l

Archer's s·tudy, having concl•Jded among other things
{a) that participative leadership was used by principals in
successful council activities,

(b) that the advisory coun-

cils possessed various levels of grou? participatory skills,
and (c) that conflicts were a major cause of lack of success
in school advisory council activities, made the following
recommendations:

{1) For in-service training of new principals the district should utilize the expertise of its successful
career principals.
(2) The principal•s position should
have a specifically defined authority in advisory council matters which will match its assigned responsibility.
(3) There should be a thorough review of the purposes
and functions of advisory councils and a clear distinc·tion made between the concept of community participation
and conununity control.
(4) The evaluation of school-community advisory council should be the responsibili·ty of
the school principal . . . (5) The governing board
should exercise extrer.1e caution to avoid any dilution of
its authority to govern the schools.
(6) The in-service
orientation of advisory council members should be
1

Rudolpb Salmeron, Jr., "Participatory Encumbrances
in the Culture of the School and Co~n~n~ty" {Ph.D. dissertation, Northwestern University, 1973) Dissertation Abstracts,
XXXIV (Ann Arbor: Xerox.University Microfilms, Inc., 1973),
p. 2991A.
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adapted to the level in complexity needed for the abilities of the local council merr.bers.l
Sedlack's study, having concluded from the analysis
cf the data that the local school councils' compliance with
the Chicago Board of Education guidelines varied, recommended the employment of a compliance agent or agency whose
purpose would be to improve the councils' compliance with
~ .
2
tl:Je gu1.. d eJ.l.nes.

Schram, having observed that the efforts of social
planners to increase the quantity and quality of citizens'
control over their lives had made little progress, conducted a study in order to increase understanding of the
anatomy and dynamics of citizen participation and decision
making, and to design strategies to nurture such participation.

""

Her recom.rne11dations included (a} training programs

for the learning of concrete skills of governance,

(b) expo-

sure to confrontations and negotiations, and (c) exposure
to intensive group relationships where members receive information and give opinions through a variety of possible meth~

ods.-

Husarik, Jr., in a study whose purpose was the
1Archer, "The t-1anagement of School-Community Advisory Councils by Elementary Principals," pp. 3725-26A.
2sedlack, Jr., "An Analysis and Evaluation of Local
School Council Guidelines Established by the Chicago Board
of Education," pp. 6920-21A.
3 schram, "The ~natomy of Citizen Participation: A
Study of the Participation Activities and Ideology of Citizen Decision-Makers in Community-Controlled Day Care Centers," p. 2551A.

/
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formulation of guidelines for lay involvement in educational
planning, pointed to the .importance (a) of a specific planning model for problem solving needs for the participants
to follow,

(b) of comprehensive orientation sessions for lay

leaders by school officials on the goals, purposes and outcomes of the participation effort, and (c) of in-service to
participants on how to serve as officers of meetings and on
how to deal with confrontations. 1
Caldwell's recommendations included (a} the promotion of the conditions for more cooperation and understanding through an increase of the participants' in-service
training experiences, and {b) the more active involvement
of superintendents and principals with advisory councils,
not from a position of authority, hov1ever, but from a position of citizens equally interested in developing better
2
schools.
Brickman's recommendations for improving the decision making process function of the school-community aclvisory councils included improved communication structures,
flexibility in structure, in-service training of new members, mandated attendance for all school personnel, and
more participation in the selection of all new school
1

Husarik, Jr., "A Study of Lay Citizen Leadership
in Project Unite: Columbus Public Schools, August, 1971
through August, 1972," p. 2215A.
2
caldwell, "An Assessment of Perceptions of Arizona
Crnrununity School Administrators Concerning School-Cow~unity
Advisory Councils in Educational Decision-Making,"
pp. 406l-62A.

1

personne ....
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1

Marmion's study pointed out that for more effective
advisory councils, attention should be given to community
responsibilities of principals in the administration credentialing programs and job descriptions, and recommended the
exposure of candidates for the principalship to experiences
with community responsibilities.

Other recommendations of

the study were early retirement programs for principals who
were unable or unwilling to assume leadership in communityschool relations, and the assignment of sufficient district
staff and resources to the in-service, publicity and other
' t y a d v~sory
.

nee d s o f

commun~

'1 s. 2

counc~

D. R. Martin's major recommendation was that members
of the school advisory councils be elected rather that appointed.

Other recommendations of the study included the

development of suitable evaluation instruments by all school
districts having school advisory councils, for the purpose
of determining annually the effectiveness of such councils,
and the development of handbooks which delineated school
advisory council roles, provided resource materials, and
contained guidelines for the informal evaluation of the
1

Brickrnan, "Group Perceptions of School-Community
Advisory Council Participation in Decision Making in the
Los Angeles Unified School District," p. 6355A.
2Marmion, "The Relationship of School Principals'
Characteristics to tj:re Community Advisory Council Process,"
p. 4929A.

councils' effect.iveness. 1
~velsh
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recommended that principals should be encour-

agsd to share more the decision making function with the
schools' advisory councils, but indicated that p=incipals
should retain the final responsibility for decisions that
affect the schools.

The author also

reco~~ended

pre-member-

ship orientation for newly/elected council members in the
principles and goals of school-comrrillnity advisory councils. 2
Finally, D. L. Martin recoiT'.mended that in evaluating
the performance of the councils the criteria for effectiveness ought to be explicitly stated, and a differentiation
should be clearly made between low priority items of li·ttle
consequence, and high priority items such as personnel,
budget, and curriculum.

Also, clear lines should be dravm

betv1een what councils did and what was really important.
Such lines, the author believed, would help put to rest the
notion that councils had been drawn into meaningless tasks
desisncd to prevent attention to vital governance concerns. 3
On the whole, then. conclusions of the research
st. 1..:tdies on community involvement in local school affairs
leaned heavily towards participation--the most temperate
1

D. R. Martin, "The Role and Effectiveness of SchoolCommunity Advisory Councils as Perceived by Principals and
Advisory Council Chairmen," p. 761A.
2welsh, »Alter Group Perceptions of the Los Angeles
Unified School District's Secondary School Advisory Councils,
1973-1974,» p. 2618A.
3 D. L. 1-iartin, "School Conu"T\unity Advisory CouncilB
and Their Relationship to Shared Decision-Making," p. 7567A.
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degree of involvement--and the advisory functions of the
councils,

~1hile

the recomrr,endations for the improvement of

the current participation practice attempted to meet the
needs (a) for regular council meetings,
quate

co~~unication

systems,

(b) for more ade-

(c) for adequate guidelines

delineating functions and describing the roles of all participant agents,

(d) for true representation of community

residents in the council,
and experts,
planning,

(e) for the use of consultants

(f) for pre-planning as well as continuous

(g) for the sharing of information and decision

making authority among participants in a totally sirJcere
and non-manipulative manner,

(h) for ~enuine intentions and

support from boards of education and professional educators,
(i) for appropriate

pre-merr~ership

orientation of new mern-

bers in the principles and goals of school-community advisory councils,
pants,

( j) for in service training for all partici-

(k} for better preparation of principals in the area

of community responsibilities,

( 1) for mutually underst.ood

and accepted definitions of roles,
dance and a compliance ~~ent,

(m) for mandated atten-

(n) for suitable evaluation

instruments for determining the effectiveness of local councils on a regular basis, and (o) for council involvement
with high priority items.
Thus, apart from the findings and conclusions of the
research studies on community involvement in local school
affairs, the great abundance of

reco~~endations

for the

improvement of the involvement practice was indicative of
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the researchers' positive and firm stands on com_munity
involvement in local school affairs.

The very nature of

the recommendations pointed also to a concern for the establishment-~indeed

the firm establishment--and not the

dilution of the practice of community involvement in local
school affairs.

CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The study was undertaken in order to identify the
stances of selected Chicago public school principals on the
theory and on the current practice of

co~~unity

participa-

tion in the affairs of the local schools, to examine the
principals' stances on the roles of the principal, the
School Board, and the co:m..rnunity in the implementation of
such policy, and t.o compare each of the principals' stances
to the corresponding stances of the district superintendents
and local school council leaders.
Certain demographic variables of administrators and
of school-communities ¥Tere also selected for examination in
order to determine whether a pattern and/<.>r a trend

~.vas

evi··

dent between these variables and the stances of the resp-::m-·
dents.

Selected demographic variables included the iollm11-·

ing:
(a)

Racial-ethnic composition of the school

(b)

Type of school--K to 6, K to 8, regular high

(c)

Socio-economic status of the school

(d)

History of local school-community situation,
and district-conununity situation

(e)

Sex of the respondents

(f)

Racial-ethnic background of the administrators
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(g)

Years of service in the administrative field

{h)

Method of principal certification and principal selection procedures

{i)

Aspirations for administrative advancement

Six main hypotheses were developed in order to test
the stances of the principals, district superintendents, and
local school council leaders on the theory and on the practice of community participation in local school affairs, and
on the roles of the principal, the School Board, and the
local school community in the implementation of the partieipation policy:
1.

In their stances regarding the theory of community
participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.

2.

In their assessments of the workability of local
school councils in the practice of community participation in local school affairs, there will be
a significant difference among principals, district
superintendents, and local school council leaders.

3.

There will be a significant difference between
(1) the principals' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of community participation in local school affairs, (2) the district
superintendents' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of community participation in local school affairs, and (3) the local
school council leaders' stance on the theory and
their stance on the current practice of community
participation in local school affairs.

4.

There will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders regarding the bases on which they
accept or reject community participation in local
school affairs.
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5.

In their assessments of the principal's crucial
role in the implementation of the policy of community participation in the affairs of the local
schools, there will be a significant difference
among principals, district superintendents, and
local school council leaders.

6.

In their assessments of the Chicago School Board's
and the central administration's supportive role
in the implementation of the policy of cormnuni ty
participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there \¥)A:1 be a significant difference among principalS:, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.
The Sample
The sample of the stuCiy illcluded 123 Chicago public

school principals, 128 local school council
\'Jere draw!1 from the

school-.~ornmunities

J.~ade:(Sr

who

of the selected

school principals, and all 25 district superintendents of
the Chicago Public School System.
Participating principals were dra'!.vn from regular
elementary schools a.nd general high schools, '!.V'hich were
identified as predominantly Caucasian, Black, Hispanic, and
Integrated, based on the students 1 racial-ethnic backgrounds.
The reason for such selection was the intent to investigate
possible variations in the respondents' stances in relation
to the schools' racial-ethnic compositions.
In order for a school to qualify for inclusion in
one of the three categories of Caucasian, Black, and
Hispanic, a 70 percent or more of the student population
of the school had to fall under the same category.

Such

selection standard ensured that the social milieu of each
of the schools was dominated by one ethnic or racial group,
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thus making the school most representative of the particular group under examination.

The Integrated school was

defined as any school with a student population comprised
of all three racial-ethnic categories, none of which represented 50 percent or ::n<>:r·e of the population of the school.
Since the racial-ethnic backgrounds, as well as the
sex of t.he respondents, taken independently or in relationship to the racial-ethnic ;;ategory of the school, were under
examination, effort was made to select a sample that had an
adequate representation of respondents in the various categories investigated.
T~us

the first step was to categorize schools accord-

ing to the racial-ethnic composition of the st.udent population.

The second step was to categorize schools according

to the sex identification of the administrator.

The third

step was to categorize schools according to the racialethnic background of the administrator.

Of the thirty-·two

possible cells {four racial-ethnic categories of schools,
four racial-ethnic backgrounds of respondents, and tv1o sex
classifications of respondents) twenty remained empty, due
to a lack of qualified subjects (see figure 2).

Of the

twelve occupied cells, six contained such a limited number
of cases that selection was restricted.

Such were the cases

with the Hispanic and Integrated schools, and consequently
all schools fall\J in these categories were included in
the final sample.

Principals from the other cells were

selected on a random basis.

To ensure scientific sampling,
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participating schools were chosen by means of random digits.
Figure 2 presented the distribution of principals
according to the principals' racial-ethnic

and sex back-

ground variables in relation to the schools' racial-ethnic
classifications.

The data showed both the number of prin-

cipals to whom the Questionnaire was mailed, and the number
of principals who responded and whose Questionnaires w.ere
eventually used in the data analysis of the study.

Such

distribution was not provided for the district superintenden·ts, since the small numbers in some categories -..10uld
have made possible the identification of individual respondents, and would have thus endangered the promised anonymity.
The Questionnaires were distributed and collected
during the months of

Novem~er

and December of 1975.

The

Questionnaire was mailed to the menmers of the sample together with a self-addressed envelope, which was to be used
in mailing the returns.

A cover letter was attached to

each Questionnaire explaining the study and introducing the
writer.

A second letter signed by Manford Byrd, Jr., Deputy

Superintendent of the Chicago Public School System, givlng
official permission for the proposed research, was also
attached (see appendix A}.
There was an 81 percent questionnaire return from
principals, a 69 percent return from district superintendents, and a 55 percent return from local school council
leaders,

Consequently,

t~e

were 104 principals, 16

... ,,~··
•,

.

DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS ACCORDING TO PRINCIPAL RACIAL:-ETHNIC AND SEX BACKGROUND
VARIABLES IN RELATIONSHIP TO THE RACIAL-·ETHNIC CLASSIFICATION OF THE SCHOOI.S*

.-School Racial_.
Ethnic Classification

Caucasian
Male

Caucasian

( 16) 12 (16) 12

Caucasian
Female

Black
f.1ale

Black
Female

-

-

His pan- His pan- Other
ic
ic
Male
Male
Female

-

-

Other
Female

TO'l'AL

-

-

(32) 24

-Black

(16) 13 (16) 11 (16) 14 (16) 11

Hispanic

(10) 10 ( 4)

4

-

-

-

-

-

-

( 2)

2

-

( 64)

-

(16) 16

I

49

I

(J)

Integrated

TOTAL
~-/

(10) 10 ( 5)

4

( 1)

1

-

(52) 45 ( 41) 31 (17) 15 (16) 11

-

-

-

-

( 2) 2

-

(.16) 15

I

~~=r2B)l0~

·-----~--~

*

The figures inside parentheses indicate the number of principals in each
category who received the Questionnaire. The figures outside parentheses
indicate the number of principals in each category whose Questionnaires
were received and used in the analysis of the data.
F'IGURE 2
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district superintendents (9 Caucasian and 7 Black), and
63 loca.l school council leaders (54 officers and 9 members),
taking part in the study.

In the case of the local school

council leaders respondent group, since the collected data
had identified two distinct groups of local school council
leaders, namely, the local school council officers and the
local school council members, the author decided, for the
sake of greater accuracy, to treat the input from the two
groups separately in the ·treatment of the main hypotheses.
Interviews were conducted during the early months
of 1976.

Subjects for the interviews were chosen from the

Questionnaire sample on a random basis.

The sample for the

interviews was comprised of 20 principals, 15 local school
council leaders, and five superintendents.
constituted about 20 percent of the

Such numbers

Quest~onnaire

sam?le,

a percent deemed adequate by the research and statistics
specialists consulted by the author of the present research.
Research Instruments
Data for the study were assembled by

m~

techniques of the questionnaire and the interview.

of the
The pri-

mary data source qf the study was a ninety-one item Questionnaire, which was divided into two sections (see appendix A).
Section one consisted of eighty items, and dealt with the
stances of the respondents on the theory and practice of
co~uunity

participation in the affairs of the local schools,

and on the roles of the principal, the School Board and
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central administration,. and the local community in the im·plernentat.ion of the policy of cormnuni ty participation in
local school affairs.

Section two consisted of eleven items

for each of the two groups of school administrators, namely,
the principals and the district superintendents, and eight
items for the local school council leaders, and sought to
determine any possible relationship betwee:1 a number of
background variables and the reE:pondents' parti.cular stances
on community participation in local school affairs.
T~e

Questionnaire was initially

develop~d

by the

writer after an extensive and thorough research of the literature relative to community participation in local school
affairs.

Though the sources of most of the entries, as well

as the rationale for their inclusion, were to be found in
the professional literature, a number of new entrles, pertinent to the particular local circumstances, were a.dded.
Such additions, recommended by the respondents who pilot
tested the instruments, were identified with an asterisk
(see Field Testing section of chapter III, as well as appendix A).

The Questionnaire Instrument
Items relating to
Hypothesis One
Questionnaire items relating to Hypothesis One,
;'lhich dealt with the respondents' stances on community participation in local school affairs at the theoretical level,·
were modeled after Bernero's list of "Twenty-Six Areas in
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vlhich a Corn..."'Tiuni ty Could Exercise Some Degree of Control "--a
list compiled by the author after considerable research of
"actualities and stands of respected leaders and formal
groups."

1•

Some new entries, recommended during the field

testing stage, were added.

An inclusive list of thirty-

eig·ht items was thus formulated through which the respondents were to express their stances.

The list was presented

below under the identified four major areas of school affairs
v1here community participation was possible.

The items con-

tributed by the panel of respondents that pilot tested the
Questionnaire instrument were identified with an asterisk.
Questionnaire items 1 to 38
Parents and communities have a right and a respon~
sibi.lity to actively participate in the affairs.nf their
schools with the explicit purpose of influencing decision
making and policy in each of the following areas:
A. Subarea of
Personnel

1.
2.

*
*
*

*
*

3.
4.
6.
7.
8.
9.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

In the selection of teachers
In the evaluation of teacher performance
In the replacement or transfer of teacher3
In the dismissal of teachers
In the selection of principals
In the evaluation of principals
In the replacement or transfer of principals
In the dismissal of principals
In the selection of district superintendents
In the evaluation of district superintendents
In the replacement or transfer of district
superintendents
In the dismissal of district superintendents
In the selection of para-professional and
custodians
In the evaluation of para-professionals and
custodians
In the dismissal of para-professionals and
custodians

--------------

1

Bernero, "A Critical Study of the Attitudes and Reactions of a Select Group of Urban Elementary .Teachers to the
Concept of Community Control," p. 34.
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n.

Sub- 18.
area of *19.
Cllr:riculum
20.
21.
*22.
23.
*24~

25.

In establishing school educational policy
In determining instructional program goals
for the year
In determining curriculum
In selecting textboo~s and other instructional materials
·rn determining achievement tests for the
s·tudents
In determining style and method of teaching
In determining student organization for
instruction
In determining type and extent of extracurricular activities and after school programs

c.

Sub- * 5.
area of
Policies *10
and Procedures
26.
27.

28.
29.
*30.
31.
*32.
*33.
D. Sub- 34.
area of *35.
Finance
*36.
*37.
38.

In the establishment of h.~acher certification requirements
In the establishment of principal certification requirements
In determining local working conditions
In determining sche:ol standards relevant to
student promotion, retention and attendance
In determining students' rights and responsibilities
In determining discipline policy for students
In determining student fees and money collections
In overseeing lunchroom operations, menus,
etc.
In determining standards for school building maintenance and cleanliness
In determining school fund raising projects.
In determining school budget needs
In setting priorities for school building
and grounds improvement
In approving contracts for school building
and grounds improvement
In reviewing school budget and records of
income and expenditure
In planning facilities

Items relating to
Hypothesis Two
Questionnaire items relating to Hypothesis Two, which
dealt with the respondents' stances on the workability (viability) of the local school councils in the practice of

59

community participation in local school affairs, were modeled after research findings, as well as authoritative postures in the related literature, which had pointed either
to the pitfalls in the various expressions of the practice
of community participation in local school affairs, or to
the essential elements of efficient and effective advisory
councils, and successful practices of community participation in the affairs of the local schools.
In developing the

sub-scale of the Questionnaire

relating to Hypothesis Two, the objective was to formulate
an inclusive list of items which represented the essential
elements of workable {viable) councils.

Such list was to

provide the respondents with an authentic context for expressing their stances on the workability of the local
school councils.
Initially, after a thorough scanning of all relevant
literature, two lists were compiled of all identified posi- ~
tive and negative elements in practices of community participation in local school affairs.

The lists provided the

author with the reference points for the formulation of the
statements that were to examine the respondents' stances on
the workability or effectiveness of the local school councils in the respondents' own

school-comm~nities.

A nunmer

i~<.

?..

•'

~··

of new entries, recom.rnended by the panel of respondents who
pilot tested the Questionnaire instrument, v1ere added.
Thus, an inclusive list of twenty-one items \v-as formulated,
through which the respondents were to express their stances
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on the workability of the local school council in the practice of corrununi.ty participation in local school affairs.
Since professional research had pointed to the importance of evaluating school-community advisory councils
in terms of structure, operation or process, and oroductiv-

.!._ty, 1 the organization of the items in ·this sub-scale made
provisions for the classification of the appropriate entries
under such categories.

Specifically, the twenty-one items

\vere organized under separate groups, each of which emphasized a different aspect in the measurement of the effectiveness of the local school councils in the practice of comrnunity participation in the affairs of the local schools.
The aspects emphasized were (a) the structure of the partieipation practice,
practice,

(b)

the operation of the participation

(c) the accomplishments of the participation prac-

tice, and (d) the firmness or solidarity of the participation practice.

(The last aspect was contributed by the

panel of respondents that pilot tested the Questionnaire
instrument.)

/

Such aspects, translated into six components of the
participation practice--(!) the Structure component,
Operation component,

/

(2) the

(3) the Accomplishments component,

(4) the Firmeness component,

(5) the Future-as-Present com-

ponent, and (6} the Future-with-Increase component--were to

,

~McKenna,

"A Model to Determine Effectiveness of
School Community Advisory Councils of the Los Angeles Unified
School District," p. 3774A.

)
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provide a better background for a further analysis of the
stances of the respondent groups on ·the practice of community participation in local school affairs.

Components five

and six were treated as separate components because of their
pote11tial to provide valuable insights into the respondents'
stances on the other components--as well as on the Firm.."less
component--by identifying the participants' expecta.tions
regarding the future of community participation in local
school affairs.
The list of the twenty-one items was presented below
under the six components of the participation practiceG

The

items contributed by the panel of respondents who pilot
tested the Questionnaire instrument were identified with an
asterisk.
Questionnaire items 39 to 59
A. Str1.1c-* 39.

ture component

40.
42.

43.

B. Oper-

41.

ation
component

44.

For those ?arents and community persons ,,,ho
are interested in and lV'illing to participate in the affairs of their local schools,
the Local School Council structure, as set
forth by the Chicago School Board, offers
adequate opportunities.
The membership of our Local School Council
reflects most or all segments of our school
community.
Guidelines delineating the functions and
responsibilities of the Local School Councils are adequate and clear.
The roles of the principal and the Local
School Council members are clearly defined
and mutually understood.
Attendance at the meetings held by our
Local School Council reflects most or all
segments of our school co~~unity.
Participation in the process of decision
making by the Local School Co1,1ncil merrlhers
is broad and equitaply distributed.
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45.

46.

C~ Accom- 47.
plishment
component
48.

There is sufficient leadership and knowledge among our Local School Council lay
members capable of generating creative and
sound ideas for the improvement of the
educational programs.
There has been sufficient awareness and
knowledge among Local School Council la)T men:bers for generating precise assessments of
educational needs and types of services and
activities needed by our local school.
Our Local School Council has been a
cant source of information feedback
principal.
Our Local School Council has been a
cant source of information feedback
community.

signifito the
signifito the

Our Local School Council has been a determining
influence in persuading the Board of Education
to become responsive (to come forth with positive action), in each of the following areas:

*49.
*50.
*51.
*52.

In the area of Personnel (in matters dealing directly with the school staff).
In the area of Curriculum {in matters dealing with courses of-situdy)~
In the area of Policies and Procedures (in
matters dealing with the daily operation
of the school).
In the area of Finance (in matters dealing
most directly with monetary aspects).

The overall contributions of our Local School
Council, as a participant agent in the affairs
of our school, have been of consequence in the
follmving areas:
53.

54.
55.

56.
D. Firm- *57.
ness
component

In the area of Personnel (in matters dealing directly with the school staff).
In the area of Curriculum (in matters dealing with courses of study).
In the area of Policies and Procedures (in
matters dealing with the daily operation
of the school).
In the area of Finance (in matters dealing
most directly with monetary aspects).
In assessing the evolution and present status of our Local School Council, I believe
that it has become firmly established as a
consistent and active agent for community
participation in the affairs of our school •

•

r
~·
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E. Future- *58.
a.s-Pre=:ent
component

The present functions of our Local School
Council should be maintained.

F. Future- *59.
with-Increas-e
component

The present functions of our Local School
Council should be increased in scope.

In the following section the :::-elatedness of the
above items to comparable authoritative postures and findings
in the related literature and research was shown, in order
to justify the selection of such items for the Questionnaire.
Items identified with an asterisk were not considered here,
since the specific source of such items had already been
identified.

(For a discussion of these items see Field

Testing section.}
Items 40 and 41 dealt with the adequacy of community representation in the membership of the Local School
Council and in the attendance at the Local School Council
meetings.

The importance of adequate community representa-

tion in the Local School Council had been pointed out in
various research studies.

Williams' study had pointed to

the necessity of an inclusive council based upon a sound
knowledge of the community.

1

Sedlack's study concluded

that the real value of the advisory council to the school
was minimal where representation on the council was limited-. 2
1

williarns, "The San Francisco Charrette: A Case
Study of Community Involvement in Educational Planning,"
p. 5742A.
2

sedlack, Jr., "An Analysis and Evaluation of Local
School Council Guidelines Established by the Chicago Board
of Education," pp, 6920-21A.
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Tirozzi described the existence of councils not truly representativ<:? of the communities they served as serious pitfalls
in the participation practice.

1

Larson's study recommended

that for more successful school-com:rnunity involvement the
advisory council should include all segmen·ts of the community been served.

2

· And McKenna's study concluded that true

community representation in the structure of the council
was an index of the effectiveness of the council. 3
Items 42 and 43 dealt with the clarity of the guidelines delineating the functions and responsibilities of the
council, and with the adequacy and clarity of the definitions of the roles of participants.

Several research

studies had acknowledged ·the importance of adequate and
clear guidelines, and the necessity of clear and mutually
understood role definitions as prerequisites to successful
school-community involvement programs.

Sedlack's study

found out that confusion about the council's role, which
was not clearly or similarly perceived by all parties concerned, was a serious problem obstructing the efficiency of
1

Tirozzi, "An Assessment of the Expectations of
School Administrators Concerning the Involvement of SchoolCommunity Advisory Councils in the Educational DecisionMaking Proces~," pp. 5556-57A.
2Larson, "Community Involvement and Educational
Decision Making;" p. 532A.
3

l1cKenna, A Model to Determine Effectiveness of
School Community Advisory Councils of the Los Angeles
Unified School District," p. 3774A.

r
r:
\

the participation practice.
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May's study recommended that

~.

for greater effectiveness adequate guidelines should be developed to delineate carefully the functions of the local
school co mini t tees.

2

NcKenna ' s study cone 1 uded that of great

significance to the effectiveness of the local school council was found to be the need for mutually understood definitions of roles of the principal and the chairman of the
councl.'1 . 3

Keeney's study pointed to the need of clearly

understood roles, functions, and responsibilities in the effectiveness and productivity of the advisory committees.

4

Martin's study concluded that the outline and definition
of school advisory council roles was a prerequisite to effective advisory council activities.

5

Item 44 dealt with the equity in the process of
decision making among local school council members.

'l'he

need for broad and equitably distributed participation
1

sedlack, Jr., "An Analysis and Evaluation of Local
School Council Guidelines Established by the Chicago Board
of Education," pp. 6920-21A.
2

May, "A Study of the Perceptions of Effectiveness
of Local School Committees in Four County Unit School Districts in Oregon," p. 98A.
3

NcKenna, "A Model to Determine Effectiveness of
School Co~~unity Advisory Councils of the Los Angeles Unified School District," p. 3774A.
4

Keeney, "A Study of Opinions Concerning the Role
of Citizen-Advisory Committees Established in Section 49
of Article 77 of the Annotated Code of Maryland 1969,"
p. 2652A.
5

o. R. Martin, "The Role and Effectiveness of SchoolCommunity Advisory Councils as Perceived by Principals and
Advisory Council Chairmen," p. 761A.
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in the process of decision making had been pointed out by

several writers concerned with the improvement of the practic8 of community participation in the affairs of the local
school.

Williams' study had pointed out that the sharing

of decision making authority in a completely sincere and
non-rr:anipulati ve manner

~1as

of critical importance in the

successful operation of local school cuuncils.

1

Welsh's

ntudy recommended that for the improvement of the community
involvement effort, principals should be encouraged to
share to a greater degree the decision making function with
2
the schools' advisory councils.
Roberts insisted that
school-community involvement could not be sustained unless
power was really shared. 3

Heissman, in a discussion of the

hazards of limited involvement, concluded that where decisian making \vas shared by some elements of the community to
the exclusion of others, the effectiveness of the participa4
tlon practice was questionable.
Item 45 and 46 dealt with the competencies of the
lay local school council membership.

A great deal had been

written in the professional literature concerning the
1 "11"
w~
~ams,

The San Francisco Charrette: A Case
Study of Cornmuni ty Involvement in Educational Planning,"
p. 57 42A.
11

2

vlelsh, ,. Alter Group Perceptions of the Los Angeles
Unified School District's Secondary School Advisory Councils,
1973-74, 11 p. 2618A.
3 Roberts, "The Battle for Urban Schools," p. 99.
4weissman, Communitz Councils and Coznmunity Control,
pp. 171-17 4.

'./.:
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knowledge, awareness, ability, and leadership of the local
school councils' lay members.

Tisdale's study had pointed

to the lack of community leadership as a significant roadblock towards effective advisory councils. 1 ~1ay' s study
indicated that for greater effectiveness local school committees ought to function from a sounder base of knowledge. 2
Frey pointed to the negative consequences of a lay public
that remained uninformed about the educational needs of
their children and their schools. 3 Sedlackrs study revealed
·that lack of knowledge was a serious dei:errent to the council's efforts for participation in re:al decision making.

4

Williams' study concluded that there was adequate leadership
among the lay community that had the capability to generat-2:
creative and sophisticated ideas for the improvement o.f the
5
educational programs.
Several other writers had inferred
to the importance of informed, knowledgable, and skill-ful
members through the recommendations for pre-service and in1Tisdale, "A Survey of Organizational Structures and
Operational Patterns of School-Community Groups in the Elementary Schools of the Los Angeles Unified School District,"
p. 4315A.
2

Ivlay, "A St.udy of the Eerceptions of Effectiveness
of Local School Committees in Four County Unit School Districts in Oregon," p. 98A.
3Freyt Meeting the Educational Needs of the Co~~uni
ty: Trends in School-Community Interaction, p. 31.
4sedlack, Jr., "An Analysis and Evaluation of Local
School Council Guidelines Established by the Chicago Board
of Education." pp.6920-21A.
5williams, "The San Francisco Charrette: A Case
Study of Community Involvement in Educational Planning,"
p. 5742A.
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service programs for all local school council participants,
and for improved communication systems.

The discussion of

such recommendations was presented in chapter III.
Items 47 and 48 dealt with the effectiveness of the
local school council as a source of information feedback to
the principal and to the community.

A number of studies

had dealt with the importance of the local school councils
as effective facilitators of conununication bett,reen school
and

Cmlli~unity.

McKenna's study found out that the function

of an effective council was to provide school administrators
1
with the means to assess community attitudes and desires.
Tirozzi concluded that effective councils could increase
communication and understanding, and foster positive attitudes between school and community, thus making the Board
more responsive to the community, and the community and
the teaching staff more involved in the educational deci.
s1on
rna k.1ng. 2

Harris study recommended strongly the

im~

proveme:n.t of school-community communication techniques for
3
the betterment of school-co~~unity relations.
Archer's
study, concerned with the successful and unsuccessful
1McKenna, "A Model to Determine Effectiveness of
School community Advisory Councils of the Los Angeles Unified
School District," p. 3774A.
2Tirozzi, "An Assessment of the Expectations of
School Administrators Concerning the Involvement of SchoolCommunity Advisory Councils in the Educational DecisionMaking Process," pp. 5556-57A.
3Harris, Jr., "A Study of Citizen Participation in
the Educational Decision-Making Process as Perceived by
Parents from a Lower Socio-Economic Neighborhood.," p. 3814A.
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factors in the interactions between principals and school
community advisory councils, determined that one of the
factors causing non-success was the failure of school community advisory councils to function as significant sources
of information feedback from the community to the principal. 1
Items 53 through 56 dealt with the caliber of contributions the Local School Councils had made, specifically
in each of the four areas of school affairs identified as
(1)

the area of Personnel,

(2) the area of Curriculum,

(3) the area of Policies and Procedures, and (4) the area
of Finance.

The importance of the end result, or the justi-

fica·tion for the existence of the Local School Council in
terms of the improvement of the educational opportunities
for the students, had been the theme of most writer expressing allegiance to the idea of community participation in
the affairs of the local schools.

HcKenna's study, specifi-

cally, had recommended that the evaluation of the schoolcotmnunity advisory councils' effectiveness should be made
on the basis of the productivity or accomplishments of each
.
a d Vlsory
COUnC1'1 • 2

Items relating to
Three

Hypo~hesis

Questionnaire items relating to Hypothesis Three,
1

Archer, "The Management of School-Community Adviso-·
ry Councils by Elementary Principals," pp. 37-25-26A.
?

4-McKenna, "l-1 .Hodel to Determine Effectiveness of
School community Advisory Councils of the Los Angeles Unified
School District," p. 3774A.
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which sought to determine the existence of any significant
differences between the stances on the theory of community
participation in local school affairs and the stances on the
current practice of community par·ticipation in local school
affairs of each of the respondent groups, were the same ones
used for Hypothesis One and Hypothesis Two, namely, items
one through

fifty~nine.

Items one through thirty-eight were

the same ones that examined the stances of the respondents
on community participation in local school affairs at the
level of theory, while items thirty-nine through fifty-nine
were the same ones that examined the stances of the respondents on the current practice of community participation in
the affairs of the local school.
Items relating to
Hypothesis Four
Questionnaire items relating to Hypothesis Four,
which dealt with the bases on which respondents accepted or
rejected community participation in local school affairs,
were compiled by the writer after considerable research in
the related literature of the stands of respected leaders
and formal groups on community participation in local school
affairs.

Two new items, recorrumended during the field testing

phase of the Questionnaire instrument, were added.

These

items were identified with an asterisk.
The total number of eleven items related to Hypothesis Four w·as sub-divided into two oarts.

The purpose of

the division was to assist in investigating further the

lOl
bases \<\lith \vhich respondents justified corrununi ty particip:t-·
:

ticn in local school affairs.
resenting eleven bases,

~ere

Since the eleven items, repfound to fall into such cat-

egocies as educational, political, expedient and humanitarian, the division was made between educational and noneducational bases, in order to determine the motivations
behind the stands of the respondents, and better understand
the impact on education of the notion of community participation in the affairs of the local schools.
The list of the eleven items was presented below
under two headings indicating the educational and non-educational bases for community partic1.pation in local school
affc>.irs.
Questionnaire items 70 tO 80
A. Educational
bases for
community
participa.tion in
local
school
affairs

71.

75.

76.

77.

Community pa'::"ticipation in local school affairs is justified on the grounds that the
psychological well-being and the educational potential of the students are both promoted when they understand thQt their parents and the school are \vorking close together toward the same objectives.
Community participation in the schools is
defen~ible on the grounds that it makes educational institutions responsive and relevant to the needs of those they serve.
Community participation in schools is necessary because it will bring about qualitative improvements in the schools through
the introduction of the element of accountability.
Community participation in the schools is
defensive on the grounds that malfunctioning public institutions make some form of
local control necessary for achieving greater efficiency of services.
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*80.

B. Non-Edu-70.
cational
bases for
community
participation in
local
72.
school
affairs
73.

74.

*78.
79.

Community partici9ation is justified on
the grounds that "corn"Tlunity"
.
and "community's demands" carry "'.vi th them new potentialities for securing the Board's cooperation in meeting the needs of the local
school.
Community participation in school affairs
is a basic democratic right which must be
granted to parents and other citizens in
the con~unity, regardless of how qualified
or competent they are perceived to be by
the official educational establishment.
Community participation in schools is necessary because it helps alleviate the sense
of powerlessness and alienation among parents and other citizens, as they help make
those decisions that affect their lives.
Community participation in schools is necessary in order to reestablish public confidence in our schools.
Active, sustained participati0n of citizens
in public schools is axiomatic to the maintenance and growth of our pluralistic, democratic society.
The value of community participation lies
in its potential to ease com<-nuni ty tensions.
The value of community participation lies
in the potential to serve as a preparatory
stage for an integration based on parity
instead of deficiency.

In the following section the relatedness of the above items to comparable authoritative postures or findings
in the related literature and research was shown, in order
to justify the inclusion of such items in the Questionnaire.
Items identified with an asterisk were not considered here,
since the specific ·source of such ·i t€r:ns had been identified
(see Field Testing section of chapter III).
Item 70:

Community

p~rticipation

in school affairs

is a basic derr.ocra·tic right which must be granted to parents
and other citizens of the community, regardless of how qualified and competent they are perceived to be by the official
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1
establi3hment.~

educational

Item 71:

Co~~unity

participation in local school

affairs is justified on the grounds that the psychological
well-being and the educational potential of the students
are both promoted when they understand that their parents
and the school are working close together towards the same
.
t•J.ves. 2
o b JeC

Item 72:

Community participation in schools is

necessary because it helps alleviate the sense of powerless-ness and alienation among parents and other citizens, as
they help make those decisions that affect their lives.
Item 73:

3

Co:mmunity participation in the schools is

necessary in order to reestablish public confidence in our
schools.

4
Item 74:

Active, sustained participation of citizens

in public schools is axiomatic to the maintenance and growth
of our pluralistic society.
Item 75:
defensible

o~

Com..~unity

5

participation in the schools is

the grounds that it makes educational institu-

tions responsive and relevant to the needs-of those they
1

The Recruitment Leadership and Training Institute,
Community Parity in Federally Funded Programs, pp. 7-8.
2
3

Ibid., p. 10.
Bourgeois, "Community Contro:j. and Urban Conflict,"

p. 246.
4F el.n,
.
The Ecolog¥ of the Public Schools, p. 152.
5 Rosenberg, ''Community Relations--Approaches Educators Use," p. 52.

serve.
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1

Item

76~

Community participation in schools is

necessary because it will bring about qualitative improvements in the schools

throug~

the introduction of the element

of accounta b 1' l 'J.ty. 2
Item 77:

Community participation in the schools is

defensible on the grounds that malfunctioning public institutions make some form of local control necessary for achieving greater efficiency of services. 3
Item 79:

The value of community participation lies

in its potential to serve as a preparatory stage for an in4
b ase d on parJ.' t y J.nStea
.
d o f d e f'J.CJ.ency.
.
.
tegra·t 1on
Items relating to
Hypothesis Five
Questionnaire items relating to

Hypot~esis

Five,

which dealt with the role of the principal in the implernen-·
tation of the policy of community participation in the affairs of the local schools, were modeled after research
findings or authoritative postures in the relevant literature which had exploredothe importance of the role of the
principal in the implementation of programs of community
1

Keith, "An Analysis and Recommendations Made by Inner City Residents of Indianapolis for Improving School and
Community," p. 5710A.
2

Roberts, "The Battle for Urban Schools,." p. 99.

3w eJ.ssman,
.
Community Councils and Community Control,

p. 174.
p. 244.

4B ourgeo1s,
.
"Community Control and Urban Conflict,"
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participation in local school affairs.
In selecting the items of the subscale relating to
Hypothesis Five, the objective was to formulate a list of
items which would provide the respondents with adequate
opportunities for expressing their stances on the crucial
role of the principal in the implementation of community
participation in the affairs of the local school.

Since

the relevant professional li·terature had emphasized the
crucial role of the principal in terms of the principal's
leadership and the principal's willingness to accept the
new role, the theme of the selected items was that of principal leadership or principal willingness.

The list of the

five items was presented below:
Questionnaire items 60, 61, 65, 66 and 69
60.
61.
65.

66.
69.

Community leadership develops largely at
the \vill of the local school administrator.
Principals are the primary resource persons
to their councils influencing greatly the
outcomes of the councils.
Where the principal is genuinely concerned
with the contributions the community could
make, the participation of the community
in the affairs of its local school will be
effective.
A strong supportive leadership by the principal is the most important factor in the
effectiveness of a Local School Council.
In schools where principals are apathetic
to, disinterested in, or critical of citizens' participation in local school affairs,
participation is nil, in spite of how
strongly the citizenry may feel about it.

Since the five items above represented authoritative
statement in the relevant literature and research, the
sources of such statements were identified in the section
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following:
Item 60:

Cor.ununity leadership develops largely at

the will of the local school administrator. 1
Item 61:

Principals are the primary resource per-

sons to their councils influencing greatly the outcomes of
t he

'1
counc~

s. 2

Item 65:

Where the principal is genuinely concerned

\·lith the contributions the community could make, the partieipation of the community in the affairs of its local school
will be effective.
Item 66:

3

A strong supportive leadership by the

principal is the most important factor in the effectiveness
of the Local School Council. 4
Item 69:

In schools where principals are apathetic

to, disinterested in, or critical of citizens' participation in local school affairs, participation is nil, regardless of how strongly the citizenry may feel about it. 5
lr,lcPherson, "Administrators and the Inner-City Increase of Power," p. 110.
2Frey, !'1eeting the Educational Needs of the Communi_.!:X: Trends in School-CoiT'.nunity Interact1on, pp. 31-35.
3Final Reoort of the Task Force on Urban Education
j:o the Department of Hea_~ th Education and \.Vel fare,
·
pp. 270-73.

4
Frey, ~!':E'·tintJ the Education~l N~ds oL the C<2!!'.muni·ty: Trends in School-Comm~r:.it::t: Interaction, p. 31.
5 rnsti tute for ce~.relopment of Educational Activities,
Towards f.Iore Effective Involvement of the Communit~_J:h"£
§shoals , p. 6 :--·
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!:!=ems relating to
Hypothesis Six
Questionnaire items relating to Hypothesis Six,
which dealt with the role of the School Board and central
administration in the implementation of the policy of community participation in the affairs of the local schools,
were modeled after research findings or authoritative postures in the relevant literature that had explored the importance of the role of the School Board and central administration in the implementation of programs of community participation in local school affairs.
In selecting the items of the sub-scale relating
to Hypothesis Six, the objective was to formulate a list of
items vlhich would provide the respondents with adequate
opportunities for expressing their stances on the supportive
role of the School Board and central administration in the
implementation of corrununity participation in the affairs of
the local schools.

Since the relevant professional litera-

ture had emphasized the important role of the School Board
and central administration in the implementation of programs
of conununi ty participation in the affairs of the local
schools in terms of real commitment and strategies of support, the theme of the selected items was that of Board
commitment, or Board support.

The list of the five items

of the sub-scale related to Hypothesis Six was presented
below:

,
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Questionnaire

i~ems

62.

63.

64.

67.

68.

62, 63, 64, 67 and 68

The Chicago School Board and the central
administration have made a real commitment
to the policy of community participation
in local school affairs.
The Chicago School Board and the central
administration have been adequately supportive in the preparation of our cow~unity
for an effective participation in the affairs of our local school.
The Chicago School Board and the central
administration have been adequately supportive in preparing the principals to
meet the challenges of community participat.ion.
The Chicago School Board and the central
administration have been adequately supportive to our community in the actual
implementation of the Board's policy of
community participation in the affairs of
our local schools, specifically by assisting community members become informed and
competent participants.
The Chicago School Board and the central
administration have been adequately supportive to the principals in their efforts
to implement the Board's program of community participation in local school affairs.

In the follmv.ing section the relatedness of the
above items to comparable authoritative postures or findings
in the related literature and research was shown, in order
to justify the selection of such items for the Questionnaire.
Item 62 dealt with the type of commitment the School
Board and central administration had made to the policy of
community participation in the affairs of the local school.
The significance of a genuine commitment on the part of the
School Board to the policy of community participation in
local school affairs had been pointed out many times in the
relevant professional literature and research.

Goff's

r
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study placed.rnajor emphasis upon the necessity for a genuine
desire on the part of the boards of education to

involv~

the lay citizens in the affairs of the local schools. 1
Larson's study pointed to the importance of a total System
comni tment that \vas interpreted through strategies for community involvement that showed honest intentions for real
involvement of the community in the affairs of the local
school.

2

Husarik' s study concluded that mernbers of the

board of education should be totally committed to the involvement of lay citizens in the affairs of the local
schools. Indeed, school boards should actively se-ek community leaders' participation in local school affairs.

3

Roberts pointed to the hazards in anything less than meaningful participation, stressing that people knew when real
col.Th.'Tli tment was missing, as well as \-lhen they were being
4

used •.

Items 63, 64, 67 and 68 dealt with the support the
School Board and central administration had provided in the

intp1.ernentation of the policy of

corrt.~n.-unity

the affairs of the local schools.

participation in

Professional literature

1

Goff, "Recomrnenda·tions for Inclusion of Citizens'
Advisory Comrnittees into a Total Program of School-Community Relations," p. 2644A.
")

"Larson, "Community Invol~Jernent and Educational
Decision Making," p. 532A.
3 Husarik, "A Study of Lay Citizen Leadership in
Project Unite: Colmnbus Public Schools, August 1971 through
August 1972," p. 2215A.
4 Roberts, ~The Battle f~r Orban Schools," p. 99.
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'"as

:t: eplete l,vi th

implications and reconmendations--often of

specific strategies--for needed School Board support in the
implerr..en~cation

of programs of community participation in the

affairs of the local schools.

Reyes and Gezi had pointed

to the necessity that the System provided high quality professional leadership, open sharing of pertinent information,
and financial aid, where needed, in order to make the poten. 1 of
t 1a

1 oca 1 sc.oo
h
1 counc1'1 s come ~o
'
f ru1' t '1on. l

L'1nscomb' s

study concluded that inservice training for professionals
and community people was necessary for encouraging and sustaining effective participation.

2

Archer's study recom-

mended in-service training for new principals, utilizing
the expertise of successful principals, and in-service
orientation for advisory council members, carefull.y adapted
to the needs and abilities of such members.

Another rer.:om-

mendation was the improvement of principal working conditions reflecting the expansion of administrative responsibilities in the area of community involvement.

3

Marmion's study recommended that for greater advisory council effectiveness, school boards should assign sufficient district staff and resources to the in-service,
1

Reyes, "Parent and Community Participation in
Compensatory Education through District Advisory Committees
in California," p. 20.
2 Linscomb, "The Structures and Organizations of Successful Advisory Councils in an Inner-City Area of th~ Los
Angeles City Unified School District," p. 4290A.
3Archer, "The Management of School Community Advisory
Councils by Elementary Principals," pp. 3725-26A.
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publicity and other needs of co~nunity advisory councils. 1
Bric:iunan' s study nade recommendations that included not
only in·· service training for new members, but also mandated
attendance for all school personnel at school-community
advisory council meetings.

2

Becerra's study found out that

there was a great need for organized training to prepare
people for working in participatory decision making--a need
that could only be met with School Board support and encouragement.3

Schram's study also

reco~mended intensive

system-wide training programs for all participants, where
~;as

everyone

taught concrete skills of governance and under-·

went all necessary in-service to build and maintain skills.

4

The Interview Instrument
Follow-up interviews of a sample of Questionnai:i:·e
respondents were conducted in order to (1} provide indepth information relating to Hypotheses of the study, and
(2) confirm the validity of the research findings of the
Questionnaire.
1

Marmion, "The Relationship of School Principals'
Characteristics ·to the Conununi·ty Advisory Council Process,"
p. 4929A.
2
Brickman, "Group Perceptions of School-Conui\unity
Advisory Council Participation in Decision Making in the
Los Angeles Unified School District," p. 6355A.
3

Becerra, ''Role Perceptions of Administrators ar.d
Community Representatives in Participatory Decision tiaking,w
p. 6887A.
4 schram, 11 The Anatomy of Citizen Participations: A
Study of the Participation Activities and Ideology of Citizen Decision-Nakers in Coomunity-Controlled Day Care Centers,11 p. 2551A.
·
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The interviews were semistructured, thus allowing
for in-depth exploration, and the opportunity to probe for
underlying factors and relationships which might have
affected the responses to the items of the Questionnaire
~~

r.

instrument.

(

to ninety minutes .

•

Interviews varied in duration from forty-five

The Interview instrument consisted of seven openended entries which gave the respondents a frame of reference with which to react, without placing constraints on
the reactions, while they allowed for flexibility, depth
probing and clarification.
Responses to each of the items of the Interview
instrument were carefully recorded and categorized by the
interviewer for objective interpretation.

The Likert Scale

was used for the categorization of the responses.

The

responses were also qualified for subjective interpretation.
In the section following the items of the
Interview instrument were presented in relationship to the
six Hypotheses of the study:
Interview items relating
to Hypothesis On~
1.

What i
your stand on com."nuni
.
ty parti·=ipation in local school affairs?
\fuat kina of participation do you have in
mind?
a.

What is your stand regar:ang community participation in the area of Personnel?
Reasons:

r
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b.

What is your stand regarding community participation in the area of Curriculum?
Reasons:

c.

What is your stand regarding community participation in the area of Policies and Procedures?
Reasons:

d.

What is your stand regarding community participation in the area of Finance?
Reasons:

Interview items relating
to Hypothesis Two
2.

*7.

Do you assess the current practice of community participation in local school affairs as successful?
Reasons:
a.

In terms of Structure?
Reasons:

b.

In terns of Operation? .
Reasons:

c.

In terms of Accomplishments?
Reasons:

d.

In terms of Firmness-of-Practice?
Reasons:

e.

Future-as-Present? (Indicating respondent's own preference)
Reasons:

f.

Future-with-Increase? (Indicating
respondent's 0\vn preference)
Reasons:

What is the trend of community participation in local school affairs?
Reasons:

Interview items relatina
Hypothesis Three

to

(Interview items one, two and seven, relating

r
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to Eypothesis One and Hypothesis Two, related
also to Hypothesis Three. Since these items were
presented above, they were not repeated here.)
~nt~rview

items relating
to Hypothesis Four
3.

On what grounds do you justify community
participation in local school affairs?
a.

On educational grounds?
Reasons:

b.

On non-educational grounds?
Reasons:

.~_nterview

i terns relating
to Hypothesis Five

4.

Do you think that the role of the principal in the implementation of a policy of
com...munity participation in local school
affairs is crucial?
Reasons:

Int.ervie-v1 i terns relating
Six
·

.:t:_~_I:!_ypothesis

5.

Do you think
Board in the
of community
of the local
Reasons:

that the role of the School
implenentation of the policy
participation in the affairs
schools has been supportive?

6.

Do you think that the role of the central
administration in the implementation of
the policy of community participation in
local school affairs has been supportive?
Reasons:
Field Testing

Thus far the author had analyzed the content of the
factors to be appraised and had structured a representative
instrument, the Questionnaire, for measuring the various
aspec·ts of that content.

In order to refine the

r
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Questionnaire instrument, which was to be the primary data
source for the investigation, a pilot study was conducted.
Eight principals, two district superintendents, and
eight local school council leaders made up the panel of
jurors that pilot tested the instrument for readability and
content validity.

Jurors were asked to

judg~,

refine, and

make pertinent additions.
Two questions were explored throughout the field
testing phase of the Questionnaire instrument:
1.

Did the vocabulary of the instrument convey the
same meaning to all readers?

2.

Did ·the instrument adequately measure what it.
intended to measure?

The first question was concerned with the readability of
the instrument.

The wording of the items was considered

as important as the content.

A measure of attitude or

belief was not valid if the respondent who had the ai:titud0
or the belief failed to identify it because of verbal difficulties.

Since the sample of the study included a great

number of lay respondents, the readability of the instrument was of particular concern.

The second question was

concerned with the content validity of the instrument.
"Judging the adequacy of the content of the test is the
process called content
tent validation the
made

by Cronbach:

val~tion." 1

In the process of con-

~1iEn6r was guided by the recommendation
"Adequacy of content is attained

1 Lee J. Cronbach, Essentials of Psychological Testing
(New York: Harper and Row, 1970), p. 145.

by defining the

~niverse
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appropriately and representing the

universe fairly in the test . . . . if the de=inition is
made clear the prospective user can decide whether the test
airas at the universe he is interested in."

1

As such, the jurors were informed of what the various parts of the Questionnaire were trying to measure, and
were asked to judge the extent to which the i·tems of the
Questionnaire presented a representative sample of the universe of content of the properties that the instrument vras
designed to measure.

In other words, the jurors were asked

to judge whether each item, and the distribution of the
items as a whole, covered what the tester wanted to measure
in each of the five areas of community participation in
local school affairs under investigation, namely,
theory of participation,

{a) the

(b) the practice of participation,

(c) the bases for the justification of participation,
(d) the role_ of the principal in participation, and (e) the
role of the School 'Board and central administration in participation.

Specifically, the jurors were asked to judge

\vhether the items of the Questionnaire covered the subject
matter in each of the five areas investigated adequately,
clearly, and completely.

The objective was to develop as

complete a sample as possible of items which covered adequately each aspect of community participation in the affairs of the local school under inv~stigation in this study.
1
p. 145.

cronbach 1 Essentials of

Psycholog~~Testing,
.

~..

..-----
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A number of changes suggested by the jurors, including modifications and additions, ';Jere incorporated in the
final draft of the Questionnaire.

Such changes were ex-

plained belmv.
There were sixteen items added relative to Hypothesis One.

Such items were identified with an asterisk (see

pages 87 and 88).

Jurors seemed to justify the inclusion

of the new items primarily on the basis of their relevance
to local conditions, and their appropriateness with the
evolving concept of

con~unity

participation in the affairs

of the local schools.
There were eight items added relative to Hypothesis
Two (see items with asterisk on pages 91, 92 and 93).
Items 39, 49, 50, 51 and 52 were justified on the basis of
their relevance to evolving local situations.

Item 57 was

recommended as a most significant component of the participation practice, and an index of the

responden~s'

views on

the solidarity or permanency of the participation practice.
Items 58 and 59 were recommended for their value as indicaters of the respondents' preference for the future, and
the respondents' satisfaction with the present.
There were two items added relative to Hypothesis
Four (see page 102).

Both of the items here were justified

on the basis of their relevancy to local situations.

Item

80 was recom..-·nended by most of the professionals, while item
-

~----~----

78 was recommended by most of the lay

pe~~

There was an important modification recommended in
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the wording of the statements relative to Hypothesis Six.
The inclusion of 'and the central administration' was seen
as essential and appropriate in identifying the total and
complete element of power in the school System.
A few minor changes in the terminology of some of
the items were also made by the author upon the reconunendations of the jury members.

Such changes had as objective

the simplification of the statements.
The Interview instrument was also pilot tested by
the same jury of respondents.

The entries in this instru-

ment were tested and revised in order to eliminate ambiguities and inadequate wording.

The appropriateness and

adequacy of item representation was also judged by the
jurors, and pertinent changes recommended were incorporated
in the final form of the Interview instrument.

Item "J

(see page 113) was recommended as an indicator of the repondents

1

perceptions of future trends, apart of there-

spondents' own preferences.
Data Organization and Treatment
Responses to the items in the Questionnaire were
categorized using the modified Likert

scale~

Participants

were asked to respond to each item according to personal understandings or judgments, in one of the
tegories:

follow~ive

--<

ca-

-------- {D), Undecided
Strongly Disagree {SD), Disagree

(U), Agree (A), and Strongly Agree (SA).

To score the

scale the responses were weighted 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5
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respectively, from Strongly

~isagree

to Strongly Agree.

In all cases higher scores indicated agreement, and lower
scores indicated non-agreement.
Since the Questionnaire scales and sub-scales were
of different lengths, the mean scores of each person's
scale and sub-scale scores were determined so that comparisons between scales and sub-scales could be made.

the

determination of the mean scores for the various respondent
groups, which were of different sizes, also assisted in the
comparisons between the groups.
To test Hypotheses One, Two, Four, Five and Six,
an analysis of variance for unequal cell frequencies was
used.

The Newn1an-Keuls

metho~

was used to probe the nature

of the differences between means following significant
over-all F ratios.

A .05 level of significance was used

for all analyses of the study.
To test for possible differences in the mean scores
of the respondents within each group, a one way analysis
of variance with one repeated measure for unequal cell
frequencies was also used.

Such analyses were perfo::::med

on the da t.a of Hypot.heses One, Two, Three and Four, as '\.,ell
as on the total data of the study.
There were four types of tables prepared for the
presentation of the trented data.

The first table
/

foe

table 1), presented the mean scores and the standlc:trd devia-

//

ticns of the various respondent groups on the particular
variable being tested.

~.,,. '··::x:'~~,~~·~,,~!.~~~~~!Wlw''I¥Mt4.t

TABLE 1
ME~l\NS

AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS Or' THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS 1 DISTRIC'r SUPERINTEl·lDENTS,
LOCAl, SCHOOL COUNCil, OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEt1BERS ON 'rHE THEORY
.OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS

District
Superintendents

Principals

L.S.C.O.

1-J = 104

N == 16

:X= 2.68

x=

3. oo

=
x=

=

0.83

s

= 0.66

s

s

N

=

L-. S.C. H.

=

9

54

N

3.73

x = 3.30

0.77

s

=

1. 00
.......
(\J

0

"TABLE 2
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUfvlHARY TABLE OF THR STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS 1
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL HEMBERS ON 'rHE THEORY
01'' COID-1UNITY PARTICIPA'I'ION IN LOCAl, SCHOOL AFFAIRS
D.P.

SOURCE

SUM OF SQUARES

HEAN OF SQUARES

F RATIO

'~;·

BETWEEN GROUPS
RESIDUAL
TOTAL

\

\

\

<

.01

3

39.0613

13.0204

179

93.0858

0.5200

182

132.1470

25.038*

·lllfl
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Such presentation greatly facilitated the study of
the profile of each group, as well as of the comparisons
between groups on the variable under examination, through
the analysis of the mean scores and standard deviations.
The standard deviations were also of definite assistance in
determining the variability within each group.
A second table (see table 2)

presented summary

information from the analysis of variance procedure.

It

contained important information for the interpretation and
analysis of data, such as

degrees of freedom, MS error,

and F rat.io, as well as F probability.

A third table (see

table 3) , presented data treated through the Newrnan-:Keuls
method.

Mean scores were ordered, and the differences be-

tween means were identified.

The Newman-Keuls test was

applied to the data, and the difference, determined to be
above the critical values needed for significance at the
.05 level, were identified with asterisks.

The procedure

supplied information on the specific location of the significant over-all F ratio identified in the analysis of variance.

For example, the test determined that the significant

over-all F ratio, identified through the analysis of variance procedure, was confined only between (a) local school
council officers and principals,

(b) local school council

officers and district superintendents, and (c) local school
council members and principals.

Since one of the character-

istics of the Newrnan-Keuls test was conservativism, the
findings of significant differences at the . OS level t.-Tere
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TABLE 3
NEt'VMAN-KEULS 'I'EST ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 1

Ordered Sample Means
Treatments

1

2

4

3
'

Heans
1

2.68

2

3.00

2.68

-

3.00

3.30

3.73

0.32

0.62**

1.05**

0.30

0.7~**

-

\

4

3.30

3

3.73

**Denotes significant

-

0.43

differences--p~.OS
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highly ·trusted.
A fourth table (see table 16 on page 124), presented
the mean scores and standard deviations of the various respondent groups on more than one variable, or more than one
area under the same variable, thus affording comparisons of
mean scores and standard deviations of variables, or areas
under the same variable, within the same group.

The one

way analysis of variance of repeated measures was performed
on the data of this table.
Each set of tables dealing with common variables
was accompanied by a narrative which first presented and
then analyzed the findings.
The various background variables, which were selected for examination in order to determine whether a pattern
and/or a trend was evident between these variables and the
stances of the respondents, were examined and analyzed in
the same manner as those variables dealing with the Hypotheses of the study.
presentation.

However, there was a difference in the

Since the tables relating to these variables

t-?ere too numerous to accompany the text presentation, ~~\
were included in appendix B.
The data from the Interviews were categorized according to the Likert scale, and were treated similarly,
so that comparisons could be made with the data of the
Questionnaire.

Objective and subjective evaluations were

presented in a narrative form.
Of assistance in the interpretation of the mean

)

..,..
TABLE 16
MEl\NS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE S'l'A~CES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRIC'f SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS Al-JD LOCAL SCHOOl· COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE THEORY
OF COMHUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-ALL SUB-AREAS

Respondent
Classification

Sub-area of
Personnel

=
x=
s =

District
Superintendents

2.14

X

=

3.08

x=

3. 27

x =

0.84

s

= 0.76

s

= 0.74

s

=

0.78

s == 0.66

N == 16

N

=

N

N

=

16

N

X=
s =

2.47

x=

3. 35

= 16
x = 3.36

1.1.2

s = 0.78

s::: 0.72

x = 3.36
s = 0.87

=

54

=

1. 03

=9
x = 3.30
s = 0.96
\

~

-"------

-

-~

= 104

N

N

-

AREA

104

s

---\~----

--

= 104

TOTAL

=

104

x = 3.71

r... s.c.M.

Sub-area of
Finance

N

N

t.s.c.o.

Sub-area of
Policies and
Procedures

= 104
x = 2.84

N

Principals

--

Sub--area of
curriculum

N

16

-N = 54

X = 3.GO
s
N

= 0.82

=9

x=
s

3.08

= 1. 21

=
x=

N

s

N

N

3.75

x=

= 0.69
-·
=9

x = 3.49
s

=

= 54

54

0.96

3. 90

s::: 0.70

N

-

=9

x=
s

3. 29

= 1.14

N

2.68

-

=

16

x =

3.

1-J
N

oo

s

=

0.83

N

=

54

x=

3.73

s-::: 0.77

.
N

x
s

=9
===

3. 30

= 1. 00

.t:>.
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scores of the respondent groups was figure 2, which was
used as a reference by the writer in the description, interpretation, and analysis of the data.

The values for each

cell were determined on the reasoning that if 5 - 1
. ,. .

and 4

...

J

= 0.80,

=

4,

then 0.80 should be the range of values

for each cell.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

J.
1. 00
1.80

2

-

1. 81

2.60

-

Undecided

Agree

3

4

2.61
3.40

-

3.41
4.20

Strongly
Agree
5

-

4.21
5.00

-

FIGURE 2
In the "Presentation and Analysis of Data" chapter
the material was presented as follows:
The presentation and analysis of the Questionnaire
data, organized under the six Hypotheses of the study,
came first.

Following the discussion of the Questionnaire

data, the findings from the interviews--also organized by
the six Hypotheses--were presented and analyzed.

The pre-

sentation and analysis of the various background variables
made up the next section of the chapter.

The last section

of the chapter was devoted to a description of the identified patterns.

CHAPTER IV
PRESEi'iTA'I'ION AND ANALYSIS OF DATl1.

Introduction
The main purposes of the study were (1) to identify
the stances of selected Chicago public school principals on
the theory and on the current practice of comrn1.mi ty participation in the affairs of the local schools,

(2} to examine

the principals• stances on the roles of the principal, the
School Board, and the community in the implementation of
such policy, and. ( 3)

to compare each of the principals •

stances to the corresponding stances of the district superintendants and the local school council leaders.
A nu:rnber oi demograp:-lic variables of administrators

and of

school-co~~unities

were also selected for examination

in order to.determine whether a pattern and/or a trend was
evident between these variables and the stances of ·the respondents.

Selected demographic variables included tho: fol-

lovTing:
(a)

Racial-ethnic composition of the school

(b)

Type of school--K to 6, K to 8, High

(c)

Socio-econ01nic status of the school

(d)

History of local school-community situation,
and district-cor:~unity situation

(e)

Sex of the respondents
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(f)

Racial-ethnic background of the administrators

(g)

Years of service in the administrative field

(h)

Method of principal certification and principal
selection procedures

(i)

Aspirations for administrative advancement

Six main· hypotheses were developed in order to test
the stances of the principals, district superintendents,
and local school council leaders on the theory and on the
practice of community participation in local school affairs,
and on the roles of the principal, the School Board and
central administration, and the local school community in
·the implementation of the participation policy:
1.

In their stances regarding the theory of co1nmunity
participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.

2.

In their assessments of the workability of local
school councils in the practice of community participation in local school affairs, there will be
a significant difference among principals, district
superintendents, and local school council leaders.

3.

There will be a significant difference between
(1) the principals' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of corrununity participation in local school affairs, (2) the district
sup:=rintendents' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current ~ractice of community participation in local school affairs, and (3) the local
school council leaders' stance on the theory and
their stance on the current practice of community
participation in local school affairs.

4.

There will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders regarding the bases on which they·
accept or reject community participation in local
school affairs.
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5.

In their assessments of the principal's crucial
role in the implementation of the policy of community participation in the affairs of the local
schools, there will be a significant difference
among principals, district superintendents, and
local school council leaders.

6.

In their assessments of the Chicago School Board's
and the central administration's supportive role in
the implementation of the policy of community participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant difference among prin·cipals, district superintendents, and.local school
council leaders.
The presentation and analysis of data pertaining to

each hypothesis followed:
Hypothesis One
In their stances regarding the theory of comrn<1n1.-cy
participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.
Hypothesis One sought (1) to identify the stances
of the respondent groups on community participation in local
school

a~fairs

at the theoretical or ideational level, and

(2} to test for any significant differences in the stances
of the respondent groups.

The stances of the respondents

on the concept of community participation in local school
affairs were regarded to represent most cogent areas of inquiry in realizing effective and efficient school-community
relations.

The information regarding the stances of the

respondent groups was to provide helpful insights into each
group's impact on the participation practice effort.
~

If community participation in the e

cation process

was to be meaningful, we had been told, partici ants first
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had to become committed to the idea that the people of the

communii:y, and especially the parents, ought to have an important say in the education process.

The belief system of

the participants relative to community participation in the
affairs of the local school was recognized to have an important bearing on the expectations, as well as the efforts, of
the participants in the implementation attempts for cornmunity participation in the affairs of the local schools {see
pages 15 through 23 of chapter I).
The respondents' definitions of community participation were very crucial, indeed.

If participants 'vere not

convinced at the theoretical or ideational level, then not
much was to be expected of unconvinced 'disciples'.

(Al-

·though adherence to the theory of community participation
in local school affairs did not by itself guarantee a practical application in all instances, it seemed more likely
that a lack of theoretical persuasion would result, if not
in the c6mplete absence of the practice, in a half-hearted
effort at the very best.)
Viev1lng a high degree of agreement among participants on the major premises of the participation policy as
essential for the successful implementation of such policy,
any dichostacy among the identified groups of respondents
on the theory of corr..munity participation in local school
affairs would be indicative of conflict among t.he significant groups--a conflict of either an

eve~.

or a covert na"~'-....

ture.

The identification of conflict and

its~sible
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source were to provide assistance in gaining better insights into the state of the implementation of the policy
of community participation in local school affairs.
Questionnaire items one through thirty-eight sought
to elicit responses from the respondents in regard to their
theoretical convictions on community participation in local
school affairs.

The thirty-eight items were further di-

vided into sub-scales, each covering a distinct area of
possible community participation in the affairs of the local school, in order to probe further into the respondents'
stances in each speGific sub-area (see chapter III) ...
In examining the data relative to Hypothesis One,
a significant F ratio (F = 25.04; df = 3, 179; p

<

.01) was

observed for difference in the mean scores of the stances
of principals, district superintendents, local school council officers and local school council members, reg·arding
the theory of community participation in local school affairs (see table 2).

As such, Hypothesis One was accepted.

Following the significant F ratio, the Newman-Keuls
test was applied to the data in order to examine the nature
of the differences, and to probe for more exact information
on the specific location of the identified s1gnificance.
The Newman-Keuls test (see table 3) indicated, at .05 level
of significance, that although local school council officers differed significantly from principals and district

\

superintendents, principals and district.· s~rintendents
did not differ significantly from each

other.~A

similar

TABLE 1
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIA'riONS OF THE S'rANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE THEORY
OF COM14UNITY PARTICIPATION IN !.OCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS -·GENEIU\L A..~EA

Principals

=
x=
N

District
Superintendents

L.s.c.o.

L.S.C.M.

=

N == 9

= 16

104

N

2.68

x=

3. oo

X= 3.73

X

=

3.30

=

0.83

s = 0.77

s

=

1.00

s = 0.66

s

N

54

......
w

......

TABLE 2
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SU~~RY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE THEORY
OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCaOOL AFFAIRS -GENERAL k~F~

==-.....,

m::m

SOURCE

-

D. F.

/

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN OF. SQUARES

~======

F RATIO

I

. BETWEEN yROUPS

3

39.0613

13.0204

RESI~.

179

93.0857

0.5200

TOTAL

182

132.1470

*

p

<

.01

25.038*
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TABLE 3
NB~N-KEULS

TEST ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 1

Ordered Sample Means
Treatments

1

iVleans

**

1

2.68

2

3.00

4

3. 3 0

3

3.73

2.68

-

2

4

3

3.00

3.30

3.73

0.32

0.62**

1.05**

o. 30

0. 7 3**

-

-

Denote significant differences, that is, p

0.43

~.OS.

,.
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lack of significant difference was indicated between local
school council officers and local school council members.
such findings pointed to a consistency in the stances on
the theory of community participation in local school
affairs between the two groups of professionals, as \'lell as
between the two

co~~unity

groups.

In examining table 1,

prin~ipals,

with a mean score

of 2.68, were observed to ha.ve the lowest nean score of the
four respondent groups, corresponding to ·the "Undecided ..
category o.f the Likert scale, \"lhile local school council officers, with a mean score of 3.73, were observed to have the
highest mean score among all respondent groups, corresponding to the "Agree" category of the same scale.

Although all

standard deviations pointed to a relative consistency within
each of the respondent groups, such consistency appeared to
be higher within the principals and the local school council
officers groups, clearly pointing to a higher cohesiveness
in the stances on the theory of community participation in
local school affai.rs within each of the two groups.
District superintendents, with a mean score of 3.00,
although close to the 2.68 mean score of the p:t:"incipals respendent group, were also close to the 3.30 mean score of the
local school council members group--a group known in

p~ac-

'
tice as the more conservative of the two community grou~.
This observed lack of significant difference between the

~

mean scores of the stances on the theory of community par- \
ticipation in local school affairs of the district
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superintendents and ·the local school council wembers was
also verified by the Newman:-.teeuls test (see table 3) .
Since the total area of local school affairs where
a community might pa.rticipate was identified as being comprised of four distinct sub-areas, namely, Personnel, Curriculum, Policies and

Procec~res,

and Finance, the same

treatment and analysis were made of the collected data corresponding to each of the sub-areas, in order to probe further into the particular theoretical stances of the respondent groups.

Tables 4 through 15 presented the treated

data of responses relative to the four specific sub-areas.
In examining the treated data related ·to the subarea of Personnel, a significant F ratio (F = 35.61; df = 3,
179; p

< . 01)

was observed for difference in the mean scores

of the principals, district superintendents, local school
council officers, and local school council members (see
table 5).

Such findings were in support of Hypothesis One.

The Newman-I<euls test applied to the data identified significant differences, at the .05 level of significance, between the
tabl.e 6).

profe~sional

and communi'ty groups (see

No significant differences were identified be-

t\.;een the two groups of professionals, or between the

t"VTO

------

conmuni t.y groups.

In inspecting the treated data in table 4, the local school council officers, with a
corresponding to the

~Agree"

t~an

score of 3.71,

category of the Likert scale,

v1ere observed to ha·..re the highest mean score of all

--

~
TABLE 4
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE THEORY
OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-AREA OF PERSONNEL

District
Superintendents

Principals
N

=

x=
s

=

L.S.C.O.

L.S.C.M.

54

N

3.71

x=

3. 30

=

0.96

16

X

=
=

2.47

=
x=

s

=

1.12

s = 1. 03

104

N

2.14
0.84

N

s

=

9

......

w

TABLE 5

U1

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDF.NTS,
IJOCl\L SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBEHS ON 'l'HF. 'I'HEORY
Ol'' CONMUNI'l'Y Pl\H'l'IClPl\'l'lON lN LOC/\L SCllOOL 1\.fi'J:'AIH.S-AREA OF PEHSONNJ~L

D.P.

SOURCE

SUM OF' SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

92.09131

30.6994

RESIDUAL

179

154.3137

0.8621

TOTAL

182

246.4119

BET'"~EEN

GROUPS

* p<

.01

F RATIO
35.610*

-=
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TABLE 6
NEV\"MAN-·KEULS TEST ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 4

Ordered Sample Means

1

'l'reatments
Means

1

2.14

..,

2.47

4

3.30

3

3.71

**

p<..os

2.14

-

2

4

3

2.47

3.30

3.71

0.33

1.16**

1.57**

-

0.83**

1. 24**

-

0.41

-

--
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respondent groups, vlhile the principals, with a mean score
of 2.14, corresponding to the "Disagree" category of the
same scale, were observed to have the lowes·t mean score.
The district superintendents, with a mean score of 2.47,
corrsponding to the "Disagree" category of the scale, were
closer to the principals group, while the local school council members, with a mean score of 3.30, corresponding to
the "Undecided" category of the scale, were closer to the
local school council officers group.
In examining the treated data related to the subarea of Curriculum, a significant F ratio (F

=

11.04; df = 3r

179; p ..c::. • 01) was observed for diffet·ence in the mean scores
of the principals, district superintendents, local school
counci-l officers, and local school council members (see
table 8}.

The findings were in support of Hypothesis One.

The Newman-Keuls test applied to the data identified
a significant difference, at the .05 level of significance,
between the local school council officers and the principals
groups (see table 9).

No other significant differences were

identified by this test between any of the other respondent
groups.
In examining the data in table 7, the local school
council officers group, with a mean score of 3.60, correspending to the "Agree" category of the scale, was again observed to hold the highest mean score, while the principals
group, with a mean score of 2.84, corresponding to the
"Undecided" category,

\;las

observed to hold the lowest score.

TABLE 7
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS.OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEI4BERS ON THE THEORY
OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-AREA OF CURRICULUM
District
Superintendents

Principals
N

=

104

=

L.S.C.~-1.

16

N = 54

N

x=

3.35

x

= 3.60

x=

=

0.78

s

=

s == 1.21

N

x = 2.84
s

L.s.c.o.

s

0.76

=

0.82

=9
3.08

1-'

w

co

TABLE 8
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEr~ERS ON THE THEORY
OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFA.IRS-AREA OF CURRICULUM
SOURCE

D.F.

BETWEEN GROUPS

SUM OF SQUARES

~..Elm

OF SQUARES

3

21.6226

7.2075

RESIDUAL

179

116.8123

0.6526

TOTAL

182

138.4348

*

p

<

.01

\

F RA'riO

11.045*
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TABLE 9
NEWZJIAN-KE""LJLS TEST ON THE DIFFEREN:ES NET\•1EEN M.EAN SCORES

PRESENTED IN TABLE 7
===-===========r================================-=----~====

Ordered Sample Maans
Treatments

l

Hean~

I

4

2.84

2

3.35

3

3.60

~----;--------~----------·-----------------

1

2.84

4

3.08

2

3.35

3

3.60

** p..::::::: • 05

0.24

0. 7 6**
0. 27

0.52

0.25
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The mean scores of the district superintendents and of the
local school council members, although higher than the mean
scores of the principals, were both found to correspond to
the "Undecided" category of the scale.
In examining the treated data related to the subarea of Policies and Procedures, a significant

F

ratio

(F

=

9.93; df = 3, 179; p <.01) was observed for difference in
the mean scores of the principals, district supeiintendents,
local school council officers, and local school council
members (see table 11).

The findings supported Hypothesis

One.
The Newman-Keuls test applied to the da.ta identified a significant difference, at the .05 level of significance, between the local school council officers and the
principals groups (see table 12).

No other significant

differences were identified by the same test between any of
the other respondent groups.
In inspecting the data in table 10, the local
school council officers group, with a mean score of 3.75,
corresponding to the "Agree" category of the Likert scale,
were again observed to hold the highest mean score, while
·the principals group, \vith a mean score of 3.08, corresponding to the "Undecided" category,were observed to hold
the lowest mean score of all respondent groups.
In examining the treated data relative to the subarea of Finance, a significant F ratio (F

= 7.85;

df

~

3,

179; p <.01) was observed for difference in the mean scores

"'"'....,...,..,*"'"l*.

A.

@

.£¥

$
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'l'ABLE 10
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STA..~CES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPER!NTENDENrrs;
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL O:b"FICERS A.i~D LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON 'l'HE THEORY OF
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-AREA OF POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
District
Superintendents

Principals

= 104
x = 3.08
s = 0.74

N

N

=

L.S.C.O.

16

N

x=

3.36

=

0.72

s

s

=

L.S.C.M.

=

54

N

x=

3.75

x = 3.49

=

0.69

s == 0.96

9

-------R

......
.~:~

1-'

TABLE 11
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE THEORY OF
CO¥~UNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-AREA OF POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SOURCE

D.F.

SUN OF SQUARES

1JI$AN OF SQUARES

3

16.1086

5.3695

RESIDUAL

179

96.8066

0.5408

TOTAL

182

112.9153

BETWEEN GROUPS

F

RATIO
9.929*

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------* p ..c::. .01
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TABLE 12
NEWMAN-KEULS TES'r ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 10

Ordered. Samp1 e Means
Treatments

1
Means

1

3.08

2

3.36

4

3. 4 9

3

3.75

** p<.OS

2

4

3

3. 08

3.36

3.49

3. 7 5

-

0.2 9

0.42

0.68**

-

0.13

0.39

-

0.26

-
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of the principals, district superintendents, local school
council officers, and local school council members (see
table 14).

The findings were in support of Hypothesis One.

The Newman-Ke 11ls test applied to the data identified
significant differences, at the .05 level of significance,
between local school council officers and each of the other
three respondent groups.

No significant difference was iden-

tified between the two professional gr:oups (see table 15).
In inspecting table 13, the local school council
officers group and the principals group were observed to
hold the highest and the lowest mean scores respectively.
The mean score of 3.90 of the local school council officers
group corresponded to the "Agree" category of the Likert
scale, while the mean score of the other three respondent
groups corresponded to the "Undecided" category of the
same scale.
In examining the differences in the mean scores of
the stances of principals in the various sub-areas of possible community participation, a significant F ratio
(F

=

98.64; df

=

4, 412; p

<

.01) was observed.

Such find-

ings pointed to a significant variability among the theoretical stances of the principals on the various sub-areas of
possible community participation in local school affairs.
An inspection of the mean scores of the principals
stances on the theory of participation, as identified in
the various sub-areas of participation (see table 16}, indicated that although

~11

mean scores corresponded to

,.,.,•.•.

'l'l"'<<li'l~~
. . · .....
.
',·:.,::··.·
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TABLE 13
f.iEANS A~D STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERIN'l'ENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OJ:'FICERS lu"JD LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIIJ MEMBERS ON THE THEORY
OF C0~1MUNI'l'Y PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-AREA OF FINANCE

District
Superintendents

Principals

N

=

=

104

N

x=

3.27

X = 3. 36

=

0.78

s

s

=

16

L.s.c.o.

L.S.C.M.

N = 54

N

x = 3.90

X == 3.29

s

0.87

=

s

0.70

=

9

= 1.14

·----------------------------------------------------------

t-'
~

.t>.

TABLE 14
.ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUl-iMARY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
I,OCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE THEORY
OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-AREA OF FINANCE

D.F.

SOURCE
BETWEEN GROUPS

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

14.4985

4.8328

RESIDUAL

179

110.1880

0.6156

TOTAL

182

124.6865

* p<

.01

F RATIO

7.851*
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TABLE 15
NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 13
Ordered Sample Means
1

Treatments
Means

1

3.27

4

3.29

2

3.36

3

3.9~

**

p<.OS

3.27

4

2

3

3.29

3.36

3.90

0.02

0.09

0.63**

0.07

0.61**
0.54**

'fl'.,.BLE 16
.HEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMB~RS ON THE THEORY
OF CO~illUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-ALL SUB-AREAS
Respondent
Classification

Sub-Area of
Personnel
N

Principals

104

N == 104

x ==

2.14

x = 2.84

=

0.84

s

s

~

= 16
x = 2.47
s = 1.12
N

District
Superintendents

N
L.S.C.O.

L.S.C.M.

Sub-Area of
Curriculum

=

x::

N

=
=

x=

0.76
16
3.35

Sub-Area of
Policies and
Procedures

Sub-Area of
Finance

= 104
x = 3. 08

x = 3.27

s = 0.74

s

N

N = 16

x = 3.36

N

-

= 104
= 0.78

N

= 104

x=
s

2.68

= 0.66
..

= 16
x = 3.36
s = 0.87

x=

3. oo

s

=

0.83

54

N

N

=

16

s

= 0.78

s

54

N

=

N = 54

N

=

3.71

x = 3. 60
s = 0.82

= 54
x = 3.75

x = 3. 90

x

= 3.73

s

s

= 0.70

s

=

s

= 1. 03

N

=9

54

=

0.72

N

;oc

0.69

N == 9

N == 9

x = 3.30

=9
x = 3.08

x = 3.49

X:

= 0.96

s = l. 21

s = 0.96

s = 1.14

s

TOTAL
AREA

N

= 3.29

0.77

N ::: 9

x=

3.30

s ::.: 1. 00

·----..,·----------

1-'
,j:>.

0'1

147
either the "Disagree" or the "Undecided" categories of the
Likert scale, principals had the highest mean score in the
area of Finance, and the lowest mean score in the area of
Personnel.
A significant F ratio (F
p

<: .01)

=

15.67; df

=

4, 60;

was also observed for difference in the mean scores

of the stances of district superintendents in the sub-areas
of participation.

While all mean scores of the district

superintendents group corresponded to either the "Disagree"
or the "Undecided" categories of the Likert scale, the lowest mean score held by the group was in the sub-area of
Personnel.
No significant F ratios were identified for difference in the mean scores of the stances on the sub-areas of
participation of each of the local school council officers
(F = 3.39; df = 4, 212; p

> .05),

cil members (F = 1. 7 3 i df

=

4I

and the local school coun-

32 i p

> . osr

groups.

Of sig-

nificance was the observation that all mean scores of the
local school council officers group, in contrast to all
other respondent groups, corresponded to the "Agree" category of the scale, while all but one of the mean

scor~s

of

the local school council members group corresponded to the
"Undecided" category of the scale.
In review, the purpose of Hypothesis One was to
identify the stances of principals, district superintendents,
and local school council leaders on the theory of community
participation in the affairs of the local

s~hools,

and to

148

test for any significant differences in the stances of the
respondent groups.

From the examination of the data col-

lected relative to Hypothesis One, the following observations we.re made:
1.

There was a significant difference observed in

the mean scores of the stances on the theory of community
participation of principals and local school council officers.
2.

There was a significant difference observed in

the mean scores of the stances on the theory of community
participation of district superintendents and local school
council officers3.

There were significant differences observed

in the mean scores of the stances of principals and local
school council officers in each of the sub-areas of the
theory of community participation in local school affairs.
4.

There were no significant differences indicated

in the mean scores of the sta11ces on community participation of the two professional groups of respondentsr either
in the total area, or in any of the sub-areas of participation.
5.

There were no significant differences indicated

in the mean scores of the stances on community participation of the two community groups, either in the total area,
or in any of the sub-areas of participation# except in the
sub-area of Finance.
6.

There were no significant differences indicated
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in the mean scores of the stances on community pa.rticipation of the district superintendents and the local school
council members, either in the total area, or in any of
the sub-areas of participation, except in the sub-arsa of
Personnel.
7.

The local school council officers had the high-

est mean scores for stances regarding the theory of community participation in local school affairs among all respondent groups.
8.

The principals had the lowest mean scores for

stances regarding the theory of community participa·tion in
loc~l

school affairs among all respondent groups.
9.

There were significant differences revealed

in the mean scores of the stances in the sub-areas of com-rrrunity participation in local school affairs within each
of the principal and district superintendent groups.

H~N

ever, such differences were contained within the boundaries
of the "Disagree" and "Undecided" categories of the Likert

10.

There were no significant differences indicated

in the mean scores of the stances in the·sub-areas of community participation in local school affairs within each
of the local community groups.
11.

The local school council officers group dis-

played a general acceptance at the theoretical level of the
notion of community participation in local school affairs,
\'lith mean scores corresponding to the "Agree" category of

~'
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the Likert scale.
12.

Prin6ipals, district superintendents, and local

school council members displayed a general lack of accep-

e.

t

tanC•S! at the theoretical level of the notion of conununity
participation in local school affairs, with mean scores corresponding to the

"Disagree~

and "Undecided" categories of

the Likert scale.
13.

Of the two community groups, the local school

council officers group displayed higher mean scores on the
theory of community participation in local school affairs,
while of the two professional groups, the principals group
displayed the lower mean scores.
The identified significant differences in the mean
scores of the stances of the four respondent groups on the
theory of conununity participation in local school affairs,
and the higher mean scores of the local school council officers group, indicating definite acceptance of the notion of
community participation in the affairs of the local school,
\V'ere both in line with the researcher's expectations, in
view of the fact that the notion of community participation
in local school affairs had originated in the community and
not within the school organization.
Hm'lever, the very lm.; mean scores for stances of the
principals group on the theory of community participation in
local school affairs, showing a lack of acceptance, was, indeed, not expected by the researcher, in view of the fact
that the policy of

co~munity

participation was a School Board
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policy (see appendix C), and as such the principals 'had
to believe in it', or at least 'had to profess that they
believed in it'.
The higher mean scores of the district superinten-·
dents group were, indeed, expected by the researcher, since
district superintendents were closer to the policy making
body of the School Board, while also further removed from
the local school-community situation which v1as making extra
demands, thus interfering with the time and imposing on the
expertise of the local school administrator.

But in view

of the fact of the very low mean scores of the principals,
the higher mean scores of the district superintendents were
not high enough to demonstrate the expected and satisfactory
agre~ment

with, and support foG the School Board policy.

Of interest at this point seemed to be the observation that the several mean scores for stances of the professionals corresponding to the "Undecided" category of the
Likert scale, although not indicating an adequate acceptance
of the participation concept on the part of the respondents,
did suggest a state of mind which, though reserved, was not
entirely closed.
The significant differences in the mean scores of
the stances of the two professional groups in the sub-areas
of community participation, with the highest mean score in
the sub-area of Finance, and the lowest mean score in the
sub-area of Personnel, were expected by the researcher.

It

was possible that"professional school administrators would

152

perceive the acceptance of participants in the various subareas of participation as holding different degrees of risks
to the administrator in the discharge of his administrative
duties and responsibilities.

Chicago school principals

tended to see little risk in the community's participation
in the area of Finance, where decision making authority and
responsibility were too limited as well as carefully prescribed by School Board policies, affording little room for
varied action at the local level.
The demonstration of higher mean scores for stances
on community participation of the local school council officers group, as compared to the lower mean scores of the
local school council members group, \vas also expected by
the researcher on the reasoning that higher scores for
stances on participation was a concomitant of the leadership posts of the officers of the local school councils.
From the preceding analysis of the treated data relative to Hypothesis One, four major conclusions were drawn:
A.

Local school council officers displayed a

general acceptance at the theoretical level of the concept
of community participation in local school affairs.
B.

Principals and district superintendents display-

ed a general lack of acceptance at the theoretical level of
the concept of

c.

con~unity

participation in school affairs.

There was pronounced disagreement regarding

community participation in local school affairs at the
theoretical level between the professional and community
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groups.

Such disagreement persisted v1hen community partici-

pation stances were examined in relationship to the sub-areas of Personnel, Curriculum, Policies. and Procedures,
and Finance.
D.

There

was

agreement regarding community par-

ticipation in local school affairs at the theoretical level
between principals and distric:t superintendents.

Such

agreement persisted when the stances on community participation in local school affairs were examined in relationship
to the sub-areas to Personnel, Curriculum, Policies and Procedures, and Finance.
In other words, research findings relative to the
stances of respondent groups on the theory of community
participation in local school affairs had unveiled not only
unconvinced

participan~s,

but also the existence of a seri-

ous dichostacy between the stances of the participant
groups.

Indeed, two of the significant groups of partici-

pants, namely principals and .Q.isJcrict superintendents, were
shown to be less than convinced of ·the idea of community
participation in local school affairs(with stances ranging
from disagreemen·t to indecision) , vlhile the local school
council leaders group was shown to be totally convinced of
the idea of com11luni ty par-ticipation in the affairs of the
local schools (with stances displaying definite agreement}.
The existence of conflict of an overt and/or a
covert nature harboring in the total.effort of community
participation in local school affairs could easily be
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inferred from the above findings.

One might also infer

the negative impact on the participation practice of unconvinced participants, particularly when such participants
wc~re

in ch2.rge of the implementation of the community par-

ticipation policy.
undE~r

The inference might also be drawn that

such circumstances, and in the present context, the

chances which community participation in local school affairs had to become effective and successful were rather
limited.
Assuming that there existed a genuine desire for
community participation in the affairs of the local schools
in the Chicago School Board's Policy of Community Participation (see appendix C), it appeared imperative that the
Board ought to invest the necessary effort to investigate
the reasons behind the reserved stances of the professional school administrators regarding cornmunity partic.:i.pation in local school affairs, and hence to develop a plan
for th:= implementation o£ the Policy of Community Participation, v1hich had as objectives, among others,

(a) the

modification of school administrators' stances on corr.munity
participation in local school affairs,

(b) the considera-

tion of school administrators' concerns, and (c) the incorporation of school administrat.ors' recommendations.
!!):pothesis T\·70
In their assessments of the workability of local
school councils in the practice of community participation in local school affairs, there will be
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a significant difference among principals, district
superintendents, and local school council leaders.
Hypothesis 'l'wo sought to identify the stances of
the respondents--principals, district superintendents, and
local school council leaders--on the current practice of
community participation in local school affairs, and to
determine the existence of any significant difference in
the stances of the respondent groups on the participation
practice.

The Local School Council, which was the Chicago

School System's designated official model or framework for
coJnmunity participation in the affairs of the local
schools 1 was of primary concern here.
Did the respondents judge the Local Schoo1 Counci!.
as a viable (workable) force?--viability judged in terms of
(a) structure,

(b) operation,

(c) consequences or accom-

plish1nents, and (d) solidarity or firmness of practice (see
chapter III).

+ •
sWere the respondent groups indicating sa,:l.

faction with the extent of the current participation practice, or were they favoring some alteration or modification
of the current participation practice.
If such was the framework and the respondents recognized it as ineffective in

t~he

pursuit of effective com-

munity participation in the affairs of the local schools,
(even though, in some cases, such ineffectiveness might
have been the result of the school administrators' or laymen's own action or inaction) , one v-muld expect tha·t the
participant's effectiveness would be handicapped by the use

of a

defecti~e
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tool--perceived or real--and as a result the

impact on the implementation of the policy of corri.munity participation would be less than positive.
Persons knowledgeable in the field of community involvement had insisted that well organized and \vell functioning c01mnunity advisory councils were highly useful tools for
professionals and laymen concerned about improving the quality of education.

1

Several maintained that effective re-

sul ts were ensured ¥7hen the framework allowed for really
2
.
. .
.
representat1ve
an d d'1rect part1c1pat1on.

Others held that

effectiveness was enhanced when participants were able to
make choices on knowledgeable bases.

3

Recommendations

abounded for orqanizational support, services and technical

.

ass1stance.

4

Y~t,

the observation was repeatedly made that sev-

eral structures for community participation were, more often
than not, putting forward the illusion of

corr~unity

tation in public education, when the real goal was

represen~
'maxi~um,

feasible, friendly citizen participation', a middle class
description fer citizen groups which might be trusted never
1

The Recruitment Leadership and Training Insti tu·te,
Comn\\lnity Parity in Federally Funded Programs, pp. 12-17.
2

Fantini, Community Control and the Urban School,

p. 11.

3May, "A Study of the Perceptions of Effectiveness
of r.ocal School committees in Four County Unit School Districts in Oregon," p. 98.
4

The Recruitment Leadership and Training Institute,
Community Paritx____in F~derally Funded Programs, p. 14
,
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to challenge or embarass those whom they were permitted to
,

.

ac.v1.se.

1

Critics pointed out that often seemed as if the

in ten·t of the school systems was to exploit such mechanisms
of participation as placation

device~with

the advisory coun-

cil becoming just another scheme to absorb some of the unsettling impact of the wave-makers.

2

The claim was often

stated that school officials and school boards permitted comrnunity persons and parents to play whatever minimum roles,
and make whatever minimum decisions necessary in order to
keep the noise level down.

3

Harold H. Weissman, Executive Director of Mobilization for Youth, Inc.,

in New York City, and editor of the

New Social Work series, a four-volume analytical history of
the pioneer anti-poverty agency, as well as author of articles in Social Work Practice and Social Work, in an extensive analysis of community councils, warned against the dang€rs of limited involvement, observing that in situations of
limited involvement of people, "issues tend to be simplified
into such areas as 'power-grabbing' and 'take-over'," and
concluded that without a structure and a procedure planned
to act as a counter-weight, "the result tends to be participation of the community by some elements to the exclusion of
1

Bourgeois, "Community Control and Urban Conflict,"

p. 248.
2

Frey, Heeting the Education~! Needs of the Communi!Y...:_ 'I'rends in School-Community Interaction, p. 21.
3

The Recruitment Leadership and Training Institute,
Community Parity in Federally Funded Programs, pp. 26-27.
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others, and does not necessarily lead to more effective ser.

v~ces.

.,1

Questionnaire items thirty-nine through fifty-nine,
born primarily out of the review of the related literature
and research (see chapter III), sought to examirte therespondents' stances on the viability of the Local School
Council, and hence determine the respondents' persuasion of
the value and effectiveness of community participation in
local school affairs as currently practiced.
Special effort was made to determine the respondents' stances in terms of the components of the participation practice, as such components were identified in the
related literature and professional research, and expanded
during the field testing phase of the Questionnaire instrument.
ponent,

The components considered were (a) the St.ructure com(b) the Operation component,

component,

(c) the Accomplishment

(d) the Firmness component,

(e) the F'uture-as-

Present component, and (f) the Future-with-Increase component (see chapter Ill).
In examining the data relative to Hypothesis Two, a
significant F ratio (F

=

12.46; df

=

3, 179: p<.Ol) was

observed for difference in the mean scores of the stances
of principals, district superintendents, local school council officers and local school council members, regarding
the practice of community participation in local school
1 weissman, Community Councils and Community ControlThe Workings of Democratic Mythology, p. 174.
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affairs (see table 18).

As such, Hypothesis Two was ac-

cepteJ.
Following the significu.nt F ratio, the Newman-Keuls
test applied to the data indicated, at .05 level of

signifi~

cance, that each of the community groups differed significantly from each of the professional groups (see table 19).
There was no significant difference revealed between the
mean scores of the two groups of professionals, or between
the mean scores of the two

con~unity

groups.

An examination of table 17, displaying pertinent information regarding the means and standard deviations of
the stances of the respondents on the practice of community
participation in local school affairs,· indicated that local
school council members, with a mean score of 3. 49,

corrE"~s

ponding to the "Agree" category of the Likert scale, held
U1(~

highest mean score among all respondent groups, while

principals, with a mean score of 2.69, corresponding to the
"Undecided .. category of the scale, held the lowest mea.n
score.

The relative consistency within the respondent

groups, observed through an inspection of the standard deviations, although high within the local school council
officers group, appeared even higher within each of the
two professional groups.
Since the practice of corrununi ty participation in
local school affairs had been investigated in terms of a
nunmer of components, such as {a) the Structure component,
(b) the Operation component,

(c) the Accomplishments

TABLE 17
MEANS l!.ND S'l'ANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT. SUPERIN'l'ENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OF'FICERES AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE PRACTICE
OJ!' COiv'..MUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
Principals

=
x=

N

=

s

District
Superintendents

L.s.c.o.

= 16

104

N

2.69

x = 2.71

0.61

s

=

N

0.61

L.S.C.H.

= 54

N

=

x=

3.31

x=

=

0.76

s

s

9
3.49

= 1. 00
1-'

""

'rABLE 18

0

OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDEN~'S,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE PRACTICE
OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-OVERALL AREA

k~ALYSIS

SOURCE

D.F.
GROUPS

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

17.3088

5.7696

RESIDUAL

179

82.8997

0.4631

TO'l'AL

182

100.2085

BETttJEEN

*

p

< . 01

F

RATIO

12.458*
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TABLE 19
NEVJMAN-KElJLS TEST ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 17

-=
Ordered Sample Heans
Treatments

1
Means

1

2.69

2

2.71

3

3.31

4

3.49

** p<.OS

2.69

-

2

3

-

4

2.71

3.31

3.4:9

0.02

0.62**

0. 8 0**

0.60**

o. 78 **

-

-

0.18

-
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component,

(d) the Firmness of Practice component,

(e) the

Future-as-Present component, and (f) the Future-withInc?:-ease component, the same treatment and analysis were
made of the collected data corresponding to each of the
components.

The purpose was to probe further into the par-

ticular stances

held

by

the respondents in regard to

the practice of community participation in local school
affairs.

Tables 20 through 35 presented the treated data

on the responses in these areas of investigation.

In examining the treated data relative to the Structure component, no significant F ratio (F

=

2.49; df

=

3,

179; p > .05) .was observed for difference in the mean
scores of principals, district superintendents, local
school council officers, and local school council members
(see table 21).

The finding was not in support of Hypothe-

sis Two.
An examination of table 20, displaying data on the
means and standard deviations of the stances of the responden·t groups relative to the Structure component of the
practice of participat.ion, indicated that the highest mean
score, corresponding to the "Agree" category of the Likert
scale,was held by the local school council members group.
Although the mean scores of all other respondent groups
corresponded to the "Undecided" category of the scale, the
scores of the two professional groups were the lmv-est.
In examining the treated data relative to the Operation component, a significant F ratio {F

= 16.50;

df

= 3,

TABLE 20
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAIJ SCHOOL COUNCIL MEI~ERS ON THE PRACTICE
OF C0~~1UNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-STRUCTURE COMPONENT
District
Superintendents

Principals

=

N =- 104

N

x = 3.12

x = 3.11

s

=

s

0.84

=

L.S.C.M.

L.s.c.o.

16

N

=

N

54

x = 3.39

0.84

s

=

9

x = 3.81

= 0.96

s

=

1. 08
......
d\

w

TABLE 21
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOI, COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE PRACTICE
OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-STRUCTURE COMPONENT
SOURCE

D.F.

BETWEEN GROUPS

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

5.9092

1. 9697

RESIDUAL

179

141.5420

0.7907

TOTAL

182

147.4512

**p

> . 05

F Rl\TIO

2.491**
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179; p <. 01) was observed for difference in the mean.
scores of the stances of principals, district superintendents, local school council officers, and local school rnembe~s

(see table 23).

The findings were in suppcrt of Hypoth-

esis Two.
Follmving the significant F ratio, the Ne\•.rman-Keuls
test applied to the data indicated, at .05 level of significance, that each of the community groups differed significantly from each of the professional groups (see table 24).
No significant differences were revealed bet·ween the mean
scores of the two community groups 1 or between the mean
scores of the two

profes~ion~l

groups.

An inspection of table 22, displaying the means
and standard deviations of the stances of the respondent
groups relative to the Operation component of the participation practice, indicated that the two comrrillnity groups
had higher mean sccres, both corresponding t.o the "Agree"
catego.ry of the Likert scale, while the two professional
groups had lower mean scores, both corresponding to the
"Undecided" category of the scale.
In examining the treated data relative to the Accomplishments component of the participation practice, a significant F ratio (F

= 7.55;

df

= 3,

179; p

<

.01) was ob-

served for difference in the mean scores of the stances of
principals, district superintendents, local school council
officers, and local school council members (see table 26).
The findings were in support of Hypothesis

~-.ro.

TABLE 22
MEANS AND STk~DARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOIJL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE PRACTICE
OF COJ:1.1J:.1UNrrY Pl~R'J~ICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-OPERA'I·ION COMPONENT
District
Superintendents

Principals

= 104
x = 2.64
s = 0.89

N

L.S.C.M.

L.S.C.O.

N

= 16

N

=

54

N

X

=

2.66

x

===

3.59

x=

3.81

s

=

0.72

s == 0.94

=

1.03

s

=

9

-------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------

f-'
G\
Ul

TABLE 23
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE PRACTICE
OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-OPERATION COMPONENT

SOUHCE

D.P.

BET\iEEN GROUPS

-

~...:

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

39.6636

13.2212

RESIDUAL

179

143.4475

0.8014

TOTAL

182

183.1111

*

p

<

.01

F RATIO
16.498*

166

TABLE 24
NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
PRESENTED IN TABLE 22

MEJ>~N

SCORES

Ordered Smaple Means
Treatoents

1

· Means

1

2.64

2

2,.66

3

3.59

4

3.81

** p<.05

2.64

2

3

4

2.66

3.59

3.81

0.02

0.95**

1.17**

0.93*""'

1.15*~\'

0.22
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Following the significant F ratio, the Newman Keuls
test applied to the data indicated, at .05 level of significance, tha.t each of the community groups differed significantly from each of the professional groups (see table 27).
No significant differences were revealed between the mean
scores of the two community groups, or between the mean
scores of the two professional g-roups.
An examination of
sta~1dard

means and

tabl~

25, displaying data on the

deviations of the stances of the respon-

dentgroups relative to the Accomplishments component of
participation, indicated that the two community groups had
higher

scores, corresponding to the

~undecided"

category

of the Likert scale, while. the two professional groups had
lower mean scores, corresponding ·to the "Disagree" category
of the scale.
In examining the treated data

relat~ive

to the Firm-

ness-of-Practice component, a. significant F ratio (F
7.58; df

=

=

3, 179; p <.01) was observed for difference in

the mean scares of the stances of principals, district superintendents, local school council officers and local
school council members (see table 29).

The findings sup-

ported Hypothesis Two.
Following the significant F ratio, the Newman-Keuls
test applied to the data indicated, at the .OS level of
significance, that each of the community groups differed
significantly from each of the professional groups (see
table 30).

No significant differences were revealed

,.-TABLE 25
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAI~ SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE PRACTICE
OF C0~1I"v!UNI'l'Y PAR'l'ICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAlRS-ACCOMPLISHMENTS COl1PONENT

District
Superintendents

Principals

=

=

N

x=

2.44

x = 2.46

=

0.64

s

s

=

L.S.C.M.

= 54
x = 2.98
s = 0.92

N

16

104

N

L.S.C.O.
N

0.60

=

9

x=

3.14

=

1.17

s

~

TABLE 26

00
m

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE PRACTICE
OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-ACCOMPLISH~~NTS COMPONENT
SOURCE

D.F.

BETWEEN GROUPS

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

13.1541

4.3847

RESIDUAL

179

103.8931

0.5804

TOTAL

182

117.0471

*

p <. .01

F RATIO

7.554*

L
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TABLE 27
NEI"<~AN-KEULS

TES'r ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENI'ED IN TABLE 25

~
T::·ea

=

Ordered Sample Means

tmel~~t--------1-----·----3----11-,.--Means

2 .tl4

2.46

2.98

3.14

----------------····1

2.4 4

2

2.46

3

2.98

4

3.14

** p<.05

0. 02

0.54**

0.70**

0.52**

0.68**
0.16

:i.70

between the mean scores of the two community groups, or bettveen ·the mean scores of the two professional groups.
An inspection of table 28, displaying data on the
means and standard deviations of the stances of the respondents relative to the Firmness-of-Practice component of the
par·ticipation practice, indicated that the two community
gro1.1ps held higher mean scores, corresponding .to the "Agree"
category of the Likert scale, while the two professional
groups held lower mean scores, corresponding to the "Undecided" category of the scale.
In examining the treated data relative to the
Future-as-Present component of the participation practice,
no significant F ratio (F

= 2.24i

df

=

3, 179; p

>

.05)

was observed for difference in the mean scores of the
stances of principals, district superintendents, local
school council officers, and local school council members
(see table 32) .

The findings did not support Hypothesis Tr11o.

An inspection of table 31, displaying data on the
means and standard deviations of the stances of the respondents relative to the Future-as-Present component of the
practice of participation, indicated that the principals
held the lmvest .mean score, corresponding to the "Undecided"
category of the Likert scale, while the other respondent
groups held higher mean scores, all of which corresponded
to the

"Agree~

category of the scale.

In examining the treated data relative to the
Future-with-Increase component of the participation practice,

r
TABLE 28
MEANS AND STANDAP~ DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOI~ COUNCil. !vlEM.BERS ON THE PR.~CTICE OF
COt-".!MUNITY PARTICIPA'l'ION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFF'AIRS-FIRMNESS-OF-PRACTICE COMPONENT
District
Superintendents

Principals

N

=

=
x=

104

N

X = 3.04
s

=

s

1.1o

=

L.S.C.M.

L.S.C.O

=

54

N = 9

x=

3.85

x = 4.oo

=

1. 04

s

16

N

3.13
1.02

s

=

1. 22
1-'
"'-l

TANLE 29

i-'

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMAH.Y 'l'ABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTlUC'l' SUPERINTENDEN'rS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL r-"..E~1BERS ON THE PRACTICE: OF
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-FIP..MNESS OF PRACTICE COMPONENT

D.F.

SOURCE

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

28.2556

9.4185

RESIDUAL

179

222.4114

1.2425

TOTAL

182

250.6670

BETWEEN GROUPS

*

p

<

.01

F

1~2\~"~P I()

7.580*
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TABLE 30
NB~N-KEULS

TEST ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 28

Ordered Sample Means
Treatments

1
Means

1

3.04

2

3.13

3

3.85

4

4.00

** p<.05

3.04

-

2

3

4

3.13

3.8 5

4.00

0.09

0.81**

0.96**

-

0.72**

0.87**

-

0.15

-

-·-<r·'~~·
· ... ·.
.

'

'•'-;,.'~/

'

••

TABLE 31
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPAtS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE PRACTICE OF
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-FUTURE-AS-PRESENT COMPONENT
District
Superintendents

Principals

= 104
x = 3.25
s = 1.10

I

=
x=

= 16
x = 3.63
s = 0.89

N

L.S.C.~1.

L.S.C.O.
N

N

=9

54

N

3.74

x=

s = 1.32

s

3. 56

= 1.51
1-'
-...J

w

TABLE 32

ANALYS1S QF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL l-1EHBERS ON THE PRACTICE OF
.CO~L~UNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-FUTURE-AS-PRESENT COMPONENT
SOURCE

D.F.

BETWEEN GROUPS

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

9.3052

3.1017

RESIDUAL

179

247.8430

1.3846

TOTAL

182

257.1482

·-------~-----~

** p

>. 05

F' RATIO

2.240**

<
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a significant F ratio (F

=

23.92; df =3, 179; p <.01) was

observeq for difference in the mean scores of the stances
of principals; district superintendents, local school council officers and local school council members (see table 34 ).
The findi.ng supported Hypothesis Two.
i''ollowing the significant F ratio, the Newman-Keuls
test applied to the data indicated, at the .05 level of
significance 1 that each of the co.nurtunity groups differed
significantly from each of the professional groups (see
table 35).

No significant differences were revealed be-

tween the mean scores of the tvw community groups, or bet\-Jeen the mean scores of the two professional groups.
An inspection of table 33, displaying data on the
means and standard deviations of the stances of the :::espondents relative to the Future-with-Increase component of
participation, indicated that the district superinbendents
held the lowest mean score, corresponding to the "Disagree"
category of the Likert scale, while both conw.unity groups
held the highest mean scores, corresponding to the "Agree"
category of the scale.

The mean score of the principals

group was found to correspond to the "Undecidedn category.
In examining the differences in the mean scores of
the stances of the principals on the various components or
aspects of participation piactice, a
(F: 17.16; df

=

6, 618: p

nificant F ratio (F

=

<

~ignificant

.01) was determined.

8.38; df

=

F ratio
A sig-

6, 90; p <.01) was also

observed for differen-:::e in the mean scores of the s1:ances

TABLE 33
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAI. SCHOOL COUNCIL OF:E'ICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL t-lEMBERS ON THE PRACTICE OF
CO~~UNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-FUTURE INCREASE COMPONENT

x=

2.44

x = 4.24

=

1.09

s

X= 2.82

=

1.16

X

=
x=
s =

= 54

N

N

s

=

16

N = 104

L.S.C.M.

L.S.C.O.

District
Superintendents

Principals

=

N

0.89

9
3.89
1.54
......
-...)

VI

TABLE 34
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAI, SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON 'l'HE PRACTICE OF
CPMMUNPrY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFPAIRS-PUTURE INCREASE COMPONENT
SOURCE

D. F.

BETWEEN GROUPS

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

86.7031

28.9010

RESIDUAL

179

216.2261

1.2080

TOTAL

182

.302.9292

+.

p

<. 01

F RATIO

23.925*
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TABLE 35
N~~N-KEULS

·=

TEST ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 33
.
- - ....-

-

Ordered Sample Heans
-

Treatments

2

1

3

4

··Means

2

2.44

1

2.8 2

3

3.8 9

4

4. 24

2.4 4

-

2.82

3.89

4. 24

0.38

1.45":*

l.ao:'t*

-

1.07**

1.42**

-

0 • ..)... .:J
~

---

** p<.o5
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of the district superintendents.

Such findings were indic-

ative of the significant variability in the stance of both
gz:oups of respondents on the various components of the participation practice.

An inspection of the mean scores of

the stances on the components of participation of principa-ls and district superintendents (see table 36) revealed
that the lowest mean scores for both groups of respondents
were in relation to the Accomplishments, Operation, and
Future-with~Increase

components, while the highest scores

for both groups were in relation to the Future-as-Present.
component.

A significant F ratio (F

=

15.45; df

~

6, 318;

p <.Ol) was also observed for difference in the mean scores
of the stances of local school council officers on the various components of the practice of participation.

No sig-

nificant F ratio was observed for difference in the rn:2:an
scores of ·the stances of local school council members en
the various components of the participation practice

=

1.24; df

(~'

~

6, 48; p >.05).

In review, the purpose of Hypothesis Two was to
identify the stances of the principals, diStrict superintendents, and local school council leaders on the practice
of community participation in local school affairs, and to
determine the existence of any significant differences in
the stances of the respondent groups on the participation
practice.

From the examination of the relative data of the

present research study, the following were observed:

TABLE 36
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL ~£MBERS ON THE PRACTICE
OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-ALL COMPONENTS
~

. .=

-

Respondents

Structure
N

P.c inc: ipal s

District
Super in·tenients

L.S.C.O.

=
x=

N

2.44

x=

0.64

s :::.: 1.16

3.12

X ::-.: 2.64

s

=

0.84

s

=

0.89

s

N

=

16

N

=

16

N = 16

=

Future as
Present

N = 104

x=

N

Firmness

104

N :::;:' 104

N

=

3.04

16

=

Future
:J:hcrease

Total
Practice

=

104

N = 104

N

x=

3.25

x=

:X = 2.69

s

=

1.10

s = 1.16

N

=

16

N

=

2.82

16

104

s

=

0.61

N

=

16

3.11

x=

2.66

x = 2.46

s

=

0.84

s

=

0.72

s

N

=

54

N

54

N = 54

N

3.59

X = 2.98

X= 3.85

X= 3.74

0.94

s

=

0.92

s = 1. 04

s

=

=

9

N

N

=

3.14

x == 4.oo

x = 3.56 x = 3.89 x =

3.49

= 1.17

s = 1.22

s

=

1.00

x=

3.39

=
x=
s =

=

=

9

N

X= 3.81

X

=

3.81

x=

s = 1. 08

s

=

1. 03

s

9

0.60

3.13

x=

3.63

x=

2.44

x=

2.71

(X)

s = 1.02

s

=

0.89

s

=

1.09

s

=

0.61

= 54

N

=

54

N

=

54

N

=

54

x

= 4.24

X = 3.31

1. 32

s

=

0.89

s = 0.76

9

N

=

9

N = 9

-

N

=

x ==

=

9

=

l. 51

s = 1.54

8

1-'
-....!

x=

N

------~-- ...

Accornplishments

104

:~

s = 0.96

L.S.C.M.

Operation
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1.

There were significant differences obsezved in

the mean scores of the stances of local school council officers and each of the professional groups on the practice
of community participation in local school affairs.
2.

There were significant differences observed in

the mean scores of the stances of local school council members and each of the professional groups on the practice of
community participation in local school affairs.

3.

There were significant differences observed in

the mean scores of the stances of local school council officers and each of the professional groups on all compo·nents of the participation practice, except the Structure
and the Future-as-Present components.
4.

There were significant differences observed in

the mean scores of the stances of local school council members and each of the'professional groups on all components
of the participation practice, except the Future-as-Present
component.
5.

There •.vere no significant differences observed

in the mean scores of the stances o.f the two professional
groups, either in the total area of practice or in any of
the components of practice.
6.

There were no significant

d~fferences

observed

in the mean scores of the stances of the ·two community
groups, either in the total area of the participation practice, or in any of the coreponents of the practice.

\
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7.

Regarding the stances on the total area of the

practice of community participation, principals were observed to have the lowest mean score of all respondent
groups, corresponding to the "Undecided" category of the
Likert scale, while all other groups, also holding mean
scores corresponding to the "Undecided" category of the
scale, had higher mean-scores.
8.

Regarding the stances on the Structure compo-

nent of the participation practice, there was no significant difference in the mean scores of principals, district
superintendents, and local school council officers--all
scores corresponding to the "Undecided" category of the
Likert scale.
9.

Regarding the stances on the Operation compo-

nent of the participation practice, principals and districi:
superintendents -:vere observed to hold the lower .scores, cor-responding to the "Undecided .. category of the Likert scale,
while local school council officers and local school council mewbers were observed to hold the higher scores, corresponding to the "Agree" category of the scale.
10.

Regarding the stances on the Accomplishments

component of the Participation practice, principals and
district superintendents were observed to hold the lower
mean scores, corresponding to the "Disagree" category of
the Likert scale, while local school council officers and
local school council members were observed to hold the
higher mean scores, corresponding to the "Undecided"
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category of the scale.

11.

Regarding the stances on the Firmness-of-Practice

component of the participation practice, principals and district superintendents were observed to hold the lower mean
scores, corresponding to the "Undecided" category of the
Likert scale,

whil~

local school council officers and local

school council members were observed to hold the higher mean
scores, corresponding to the "Agree" category of the scale.

12.

Regarding the stances on the Future-as-Present

component of the partid.pation practice, the principals were
observed to hold the lowest mean score, corresponding to the
"Undecided" category of the Likert scale, while all other
respondent groups had higher scores, corresponding b:) the
~Agree"

category of the scale.

13.

Regarding the stances on the Future-with-In-

crease component of the participation practice, principals
and district superintendents were again observed to hold
the lower mean scores, corresponding to the "Undecidedu
and "Disagree" categories respectively, while the local
school council officers a!1d the local school council mem-bers were observed to hold the higher mean scores, corre-·
spending

~o

14.

the "Agree" category of the scale.
There were significant differences observed in

the mean scores of the sta.nces on the components of the
participation practice within each of the respondent groups.
The significant differences in the mean scores of
the stances of the

tv-10

ccmmuni ty groups and each of the two
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groups of professionals on the

p~actice

of community

cipation in local school affairs, and the higher

parti~

mean

scores of the stances of the two community groups, were
both in line with the expectations of the researcher, in
view of the fact that the notion

of corrumunity participation

in the affairs of the local schools had originated and had
been promoted mostly from outside the school organization.
The low mean scores of the stances on the total
area of the participation practice of all groups of respondents--no mean score reeached the "Agree" category--were
also expected, in view of the general criticism on current
•
participation practices.
The lower t:Tiean scores of the stances o.f the local
school council officers, as compared to the mean scores of
the stances of the local school council members, on the
Structure, Operation, Accomplishments, and Firmness-ofPractice components. were also expected by the researcher,
as were also expected the higher scores of the stances in
the Future-as-Present and in the Future-with-Increase components, in view of the higher commitment to the cause of
participation by the officers group.

(In general; the

local school council members appeared to be less demanding
and easier to 'please'.)
The high mean scores of the stances of the two community groi.Ips on the Future-\vith-Increase component, although expected, in v.iew of the persistent effcrts of forces outside the school organization, were in discrepancy

r

.

.

'

I
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with the low: mean scores o£ the ::;tances on the Accomplishments component.

One might wonder what the motives of the

respondents were in the desire for an increase of the participation practice in the future, especially since the
mean scores of the stances on the Accomplishments component
had indicated the strong reservations of the respondents.
Given the very low mean scores of the stances of
the two professi.onal groups on the Structure and Operation
components, indicating lack of satisfaction, the low mean
scores of their stances on the Accomplishments component,
suggesting definite dissatisfaction, and the low meanscores
of their stances on the future of the participation practice, indicating reservations, were quite understandable.
One might wonder whether the principals' stances on the participation practice would become more optimistic with improvements in the Structure and Operation components.
Of significance was the observation that the mean
scores of the stances of the two professional groups were
lower on the Operation component than on the Structure component.

Though such evidence by no means indicated satis-

faction with the Structure component, it did indicate
greater dissatisfaction with the Operations component, the
very area where the role of the administrator \vas found to
be most crucial.
Of importance also was ..the observation that ·the
district superintendents indicated disagreement with the
option for a future increase in the participation practice,
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while agreeing that the present mode of the participation
practice should continue into the future.

Such stanceswere

not quite compatible with the district superintendents'
stance on the current practice of participation.

One won-

dered whether improvement in the Structure a.nd Operation
components was what the district superintendent had in mind.
The very low mean scores of the stances of the two
professional groups on the Operation and on the Future-withIncrease components were in sharp contrast with the high
mean scores of the stances of the

b-70

community groups in

the same areas.

Such inconsistencies raised serious gues-

ticns concerning

the~tandards,

if not the expectations, of

the groups under study.
Finally, of significance appeared to be the significant difference in the mean scores of the stances of the
professional and community groups on the Firmness-of-Practice component of the participation practice.

The stands of

t.he professionals expressing doubtfulness came in sr.arp contrast with the positive stands of the coinmunity groups.
~rendered

whether such variability \'?as an

outgrow+~h

One

of· a com-

bination of knowledge (or lack of it) and wishfulness, on
the part of all groups.
From the preceding analysis of the treated data relative to Hypothesis Two, some major conclusions were drawn:
A.

All respondent groups--principals, district su-

perint:endents, and local school·council

leaders--exprc:.ssG.:d
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uncertainty concerning the effectiveness of the current
practice of community participation in local school affairs.
B.

There was disagreement be·tween the local school

council leaders group

and each of the administrators groups

regarding the overall effectiveness of the current participation practice, with the administrators groups rating the
current practice of participation much lower than the local
school council leaders group.

c.

There was agreement regarding ·the evaluation of

the current practice of community participation in. local
school affairs between principals and district superintendents.

Such agreement persisted when the stances of the

respondents on the current practice of community participa·tion were examined in relationship to the component.s of the
participation practice.
D.

Regarding the stances of the respondents on the

components of the participation practice, treated data
indicated:
1.

All groups of respondents expressed un-

certainty regarding the effectiveness of the Structure component of the participation practice.
2.

There was disagreement between the local

school council leaders group and each of the two adrninistrators groups regarding the effectiveness of
the Operation component of the_current participation
practice, with the local school council leaders
group assessing the Operation aspect of the current
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participation practice as effeci ve, while the adnd.nistrators groups expressed uncertainty on the topic.
3.

There was disagreement between the local

school council leaders group and each of the two adQinistrators groups regarding the effectiveness of
the Accomplishments component of the current partieipation practice, with the administrators groups assessing this component or aspect of the participation practice as ineffective, while the local school
council leaders group indicated uncertainty on the
topic.
4.

'I'here was disagreement betv1een the local

school council leaders group and each of the t'\•.'O administrators groups regarding the r'irmness-cf-Praci:ice
component of the current participation practice,
with the local school council leaders group assessing the practice of community participation in local
school affairs as firmly established, while the ad,·ministrators groups expressed uncertainty on the
topic.
5.

There was agreement<between district su-

perintendents and local school council leaders regarding the maintenance of the current functions of
the Local School Council in the.future.

However,

principals expressed uncertainty on the topic.
6.

There was disagreement between the local

school council leaders group and each of the two
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administrators groups regarding the increase of the
current functions of the Local School Council in
the future, with the local school council leaders
group indicating a preference for an increase, and
the adrn;tnistrators groups expressing disagreement
with the idea.
The research findings relative to the stances of
the respondent groups on the current practice of

con~unity

participation in local school affairs had thus revealed (1)
that participant groups lacked in persuasion regarding the
effectiveness of the current practice of community participation in local school affairs, and (2) that there was disagreement in the assessment of the current participation
practice between the professional and the laymen groups,
with the professional administrators being much more crit.ical.
One rn:fght easily infer that the impact o£ unpersuaded, often negative, participants, as well as the conflict arising as a result of the dissension between the
participant groups, would be less than favorable on the
current participation practice.

'

The slim chances that com-

munity participation in local school affairs had for sur-·
vival, let alone success, in such an unconducive environment might be readily seen by the reader.

The fact that

the administrators groups, charged more directly with the
responsibility of the inplementati.on of the conununi ty

par-

ticipation in the schools policy, were identified to be the
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least persuaded and the most critical of the "ineffectiveness" of the current participation practice, and the "inefficiency" of the Local School Council as the adopted model
for participation, added to the discouraging prospects for
success of the current efforts for community participation
in local school affairs.
If the Chicago School Board had a real desire, as
well as a strong commitment, to see the practice of community participation in the affairs of the local schools succeed,
a great deal more than a set of directives, of questionable
value, had to be invested, specifically in the improvement
of the Structure and Operation components of the participation practice.

Tmvards such end, the School Board t•:ould

act wisely in seeking to secure the cooperation of the
local school· administrators by ma.king all necessary provfsions to (a) secure adequate administrative time for the
implementation of community participation,

(b) cultivate

administrative expertise in the area, and (c) exert adequate and expert leadership in the field.

(For further

discussion on the topic see Hypothesis Six.)
~thesis

~hree

There will be a significant difference bebv'een
(1) the principals' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of corr@unity participation in local school affairs, (2) the district
superintendents' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of community participation in local school affairs, and (3) the local
school council leaders' stance on the theory a~d
their stance on the current practice of community
participation in local school affairs.
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Hypothesis Three sought to determine the existence
of any significant differences between the stance on the
theory of community participation in local school affairs
and the stance on the current practice of

co~~unity

partici-

pation in local affairs of each of the respondent groups.
The lack of a significant difference between the
respondents stances, namely the identi.fication of similar
stances on both the theory and practice of community participation in local school affairs,would point to a consistency, with complementary and supporting stances, and hence
to a lack of dichosta6y within the responde~t group.

The

existence of a lack of significant difference between the
stances of a respondent groups, coupled \vi th low mean scores
for stances, would point to a high degree of solidarity

i~

the rejection of community pa.rti:cipation in local school
affairs by such group.

Whereas, the existence of a lack of

significant difference bet:\veen the stances of a respondent
group~

coupled with high mean scores for stances, would

point to a high degree of solidarity in the

accepta~ce

of

community participation in local school affairs by each
group.
An acceptance stance at the theoretical level, with
a rejection stance at the level of practice might be pointing t.o a rejection of the cc.n1munity participation in local
school affairs as currently practice.

On the other hand,

an acceptance stance at the level of practice with a rejec'cion stance at the level of theory might be pointing to

,
,•
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either an uncandid respondent, or to a misinterpretation
and/or misapplication of the concept of community participation in local school affairs.
Questionnaire items one through thirty-eight, and
thirty-nine through fifty-nine related to Hypothesis Three,
and sought to examine the differences between the respondents' stances on the theory and on the current practice of
community participation in local school affairs.

Items one

through thirty-eight were the same ones that examined the
stances of the respondents on the theory of community par-..
ticipation in local school affairs, while items thirty-nine
through fifty-nine were the same ones that examined the
stances of the respondents on the current practice of community participation in the affairs of the local school.
In examining the treated data relative to Hypothesis Three, no significant F ratio (F
p

>

=

0.21; df

=

l, 103;

.05) was observed for difference in the mean scores of

the stances of principals on the theory and on the practice
of community participation in local school affairs, as
there was no significant F ratio observed foe difference
in the mean scores of the stances of district superintendents (F

=

1. 54; df

=

1, 15; p

>. 05),

or in the mean

scores of the stances of local school council members
(F

=

0.20; df

ratio (F

=

=

1, 8; p

10.38; df

=

> .05).

However, a significant F

1, 53; p <.01) was observed for dif-

ference in the mean scores of the stances of local school
council officers on the theory and the practice of community
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parti.ci.pa.ti.on in local school affairs.

As such, only part

three of Hypothesis Three was supported by the findings.
In examining the treated data related to Hypothesis
Three (see table 37}, the principals were observed to hold
almost identical mean scores for stances on the theory and
on the practice of participation, both barely making the
"Undecided" category of the Likert scale.

Compared to the

other respondent groups, the principals had the lowest mean
scores, and the smallest standard deviations, indicating
(a} a high consistency between the pri.ncipals' stan.ce on
theory and the principals' stance on practice,

(h} a great-

er cohesiveness within the group in regard to the stance on
the theory and the stance on the practice of community participation, and (c) a lack of definite agreement with the
theory or the practice of community participat.ion in local
school affairs.
Close to the principals' mean scores were the mean
scores of the district superintendents, both of which corresponded to the "Undecided" category of the Likert scale.
Of interest was the observation that the standard deviation
of the district superintendents on the theory of participation betrayed greater variability of the
stances

respondents~

than the standard deviation on the practice of par-

ticipation, while the mean score of the stance on practice
was lower than the mean score of tte stance on theory.

In

other words, district superintendents were showing not only a
less favorable stance on the practice of participation, but
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TABLE 37
~ffiANS

AND STANDA-~D DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS,
DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS, LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS
AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE THEORY AND ON
THE PRACTICE OF CO&~UNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL
SCHOOL AFFAIRS
Respondents
Classification

Stance on
Theory
N = 104

Principals

District
Superintendents

L.s.c.o.

N

=

104

2.68

X

=

2.69

s

=
=

0.66

s

=

0.61

N

=

16

N

:::::

16

x=

3.00

x=

2.71

s

=

0.83

s

=

0.61

N

=

54

N

=

54

x=

3.73

x

-· 3.31

=

0.77

s

=

0.76

9

N

9

3.30

X

1.00

s

=
=
=

X

s

=
x=
s =
N

L.S.C.M.

Stance on
Practice

3.49
1.00
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also a higher solidarity behind .such stance.
The mean scores of the local school counc1l members,
on the theory and on the practice of participation, were
higher than the mean scores of the two professional groups,
while the standard deviations were the highest compared to
all other groups, suggesting greater variability of the
stances, both in the area of theory and in the area of
practice of conununi ty participation, within the. group.
The local school council officers group was the only
group showing a significant difference in the mean scores
of the stances on the theory and on the practice of participation.

The lower mean score of the stances on practi.ce,

indicating the respon<;ients' reservation in this area, came
in contrast with the higher mean score

of

the stances en

t.heory, indicating the respondents • acceptance.

Such dif-

ference did point to a discrepancy bet'v1een ·the group's
stances on theory and on practice.
Previous examination (see Hypothesis Two) had indicated that the reservations of the local school council officers were in relation to the practice of participation as
experienced by the local school council officers at the
ti.me of the investigation (see table 36 for information on
the low mean scores of the stances on the Structure and I:;.ccomplishments components), namely the

~::-rent

practice. '

Seen as a criticism of "current practice," the
lower mean score of the stance of local school council officers on the practice of participation in local school
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affairs became not an index of the group's doubtful stance
on the community participation practice in general, but an
indication of dissatisfaction with a certain practice in
particulc-,r.

As such, the lower mean score of the stance of

local school council officers on the participation practice
was seen also as an indication of the serious concern of
the group for community participation in local school affairs.

The standard deviations, which pointed to the low

variability of the stances of the respondents within the
group, reinforced the finding of the local school council
officers' firm stances for community participation in local
school affairs.
In review, the purpose of Hypothesis Three was to
determine whethe!:t there vias a significant difference in t.he
stances of each of the respondent groups on the theory and
on the practice of community participation in local school
affairs.

The objective was to determine whether there was

a discrepancy between the expectations of the respondent
groups for corrmmnity participation, and their assessments
of the reality of community participation.
an~Yr

Such discrep-

the reasoning was, would be indicative of dissatis-

faction and possible conflict.
Examination and analysis of the relative datu.
showed that there vlere no significant differencf;;S between
the stances on theory anc tl:.e sta.r.ces on practice of the
principa.ls, district supe•:-intendents, and local school counci 1 members groups.

Eov1ever, there was a significant
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difference identifi,ed between the stances on theory and the
stances on practice of the local school council officers
group, hence a discrepancy between this group's expectai'

tions for, and assessments of, the practice of community par-

~·

ticipation in local school affairs.

~

Yet, this

w~s

not the only identified discrepancy

deserving our.concern.

Though the lack of significant dif-

ference between the stances of each of the other groups
pointed to a lack of discrepancy or conflict in Jche expec··
ta tions for, and assessments of, the practice of community
participation in local school affairs, such was not the
case between the groups.

The much lower mean scores of the

stances of the two professional groups, pointing to a lack
of persuasion at the theoretical level, and a lack of ac·ceptance at the implementation level, came in conflict with

the more positive stances of the local sch_ool council c)fficers' group on both the theory and practice of participation.
Of great significance was the evidence showing that
though there was less disagreement between the professional
groups and the local school council group on the unsatisfactory assessments of the participation practice in general,
there was serious disagreement in the evaluations of the
speci fie component.s under the practice (see table 36) .
From the analysis of the treated data rela.tive to
Hypothesis Three the following conclusions were drawn:
A.

There was a similarity in the stance on theory
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and in the stance on practice of communi,ty parti,cipation in
local school affairs for each of the
'

groups.

t~1o

administrators

Such similarity pointed to consistency, firmness,

and solidarity in the school administra.tors' judgment of
community participation in local school affairs.
B.

School administrators groups '>vere consist.ent

in expressing uncertainty regarding the value of community
participation in local school affairs both at the level of
theory and at the level of practice.
C.

There \vas a significant difference identified

between the stance on the theory and the stance on the
practice of community participation in local school affairs
of the local school council officers group.

Such signifi-

cant difference pointed to a discrepancy in the stances of
the laymen's group in regard to community participatio::-1 i.a
local school affairs, hence to a possible source of conflict.
The negative impact on the implementation of the
policy of community participation in local school affairs
of participants who stoed firmly and solidly behind their
lack of conviction as to the value of community participation in local school affairs could be easily inferred.

In-

deed, the author of the study saw a greater deterrent to
the communi t:v participation practice in the consh>tently
reserved stances of the school administrators, rather than
in the discrepancies between the stances of the local council officers, wh6re dissatisf&ction with the current

\...____
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participation practice might, indeed, lead to an improvement of the practice.
Hypothesis Four
There will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders regarding the bases on which they
accept or reject community participation in local
school affairs.
Hypothesis Four sought to identify the bases on
which respondents accepted or rejected comn1unity participation in local school affairs, and to determine whether
there were significant differences among principals, district superintendents, and local school council leaders
regarding the bases on which they accepted or rejected community participation in local school affairs.
The purpose was to examine the motivation behind
the stands of the respondents, and to determine any variability in the motivation
groups.

fo~

the stances of the respondent

Such information was expected to enhance the un-

derstanding of the respondents' stances on co:r:ununity participation in local school affairs.
The eleven bases used, corresponding to Questionnaire items seventythrough eighty, aimed at eliciting responses on the premises on which respondents accepted or
rejected community participation in local school affairs.
The statements expressing the various bases were gleaned
from the relevant professional literature, and reflected,
in most cases, positions of prominent spokesmen,
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educators and others, on the topic of community involvement.

{For the identification of the sources of the state-

rnents see pages 102 through 104.)

Since the eleven bases

were found to fall into such categories as educational,
political, expedient, and humanitarian,

a division was

made between educational and non-educational bases (see appendix A, and chapter III) in order to pinpoint the claims of
respondents .in one of the two areas representing diverse
view points of the controversy on the righteousness of community participation in local school affairs.
A significant difference among the respondent
groups regarding the bases on \vhich they accepted or rejected community participation in local school affairs
might point to the diverse motivations of the respondent
groups in their acceptance or rejection of community pa.rticipation in local school affairs, or might be indicative
of different levels of persuasion, expressing various
degrees of intensity, within the same category {e.g.
Educational, Non-Educational, and Overall), by the respondent groups.
In examining the data relative to Hypothesis Four,
a significant F ratio (F

=

14.40; df

=

3, 179; p

<

.01) was

observed for difference in the mean scores of the stances
of principals, district superintendents, local school council officers, and local school council members regardi.ng
the Overall bases for the justification of community participation in local school. affairs (see table 39).

As such,
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TABLE 38

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE BASES FOR THE STANCES OF THE PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT
SUPERINTENDENTS, LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-ALL BASES

=

===
Principals

District
Superin-eendents

=

-=

L.s.c.o.

L.S.C.M.

16

N = 54

N = 9

N :.:: 104

N

X"" 3.48

x=

3.57

X:

s ::; 0.68

s

=

0.85

s == 0.45

=

x = 4.14
s = 0.62

4.14

......

\.D
\.D

TABLE 39
ANAI.YS IS OF Vl\RIANCE SUM.1\1ARY TABI,E OF THE BASES FOR THE STANCES OF THE PRINCIPALS, THE
DISTRIC'l' SUPERINTENDENTS, THE LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND THE LOCAL SCHOOL
COUNCIL MEMBERS ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS-ALL BASES
SOURCE

D.F.

BETl•HmN GROUPS

SUM OF' SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

17.5015

5.8338

:aESIDUAL

179

72.5017

0.4050

'TOTAL

182

90.0032

*

p

<

.01

F RA'fiO

14.403*
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Hypothesis. Four was accepted.
Following the significant F ratio, the llewman-Keuls
test applied to the data indicated, at the .05 level of
significance,that each of the two community groups differed
,.

~.

significantly from each of the two professional groups
table 40) •

(see

There \-ias no significant difference observed

between the mean scores of the two groups of professionals,
or between the mean scores of the tvm community groups.
An examination of table 38, displaying data on the

means and standard devi.ations of the stances of the respondents on the overall bases for conmunity participation
in local school affairs, indicated that local school council officers and local school council members, with id13:n·tical mean scores of 4.14, corresponding to the "Agree" category of the Likert scale, held the highest mean scores,
'~hiJ.e

the principals, with a mean score of 3. 4 8, corre-

spending also to the "Agree" category of the scale, held
the lowes·t mean score.

The district superintendents, with

a mean score of 3.57, corresponding to the "Agree" category
of the scale, were much closer to the principals g:r.oup than
to the conununi ty groups.

The very lov.r standard deviations

of all the groups, and especially of the local school couLcil officers group, betrayed high consistency and cohesiveness of the stances within each group.
In examining the treated data relative to the
stances of the respondent.s on the Educational bases, a significant F ratio (F

=

18.85; df

=

3, 179; p <.Ol) was
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TABLE 40
NEWMAN-KEULS

ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES

TES~

PRESENTED IN TABLE 38

Ordered. Sample Means

-·----

.

TreatJ."TTents

Means

1

3.4 8

2

3. 57

3

4.14

---1

3. 48

2

3. 57

3

4.14

-

0.09

-

0.66**
0.57**

-

** p<.05

\
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observed for difference in the mean scores of the stances
of principals, district superintendents, local school council officers, and local school council
42).

me~bers

{see table

The finding was in support of Hypothesis Four.
Following the significant F ratio, the Ne\vman-Keuls

test applied to the data indicated, at the .05 level of
significance, that each of the community groups differed
significantly from each of the professional groups.

There

was no significant difference observed between the mean
scores of the t;,.;o professional groups, or bet;,v-een the mean
scores of the two

co~munity

groups {see table 43).

An examination of table 41, displaying data on the
means and standard deviations of the stances of the respondents on the Educational

base~

for community participation

in local school affairs, indicated that local school council officers, with a mean score of 4.22, and local school
council members, with a mean score of 4.29, had the highest
mean scores of all respondent groups, corresponding to the
"Strongly Agree" category of the Likert scale, while principals, with a mean score of 3.41, and district superintendents, 'tvith a mean score of 3. 55, bot.h corresponding to the
"Agree" category of the scale, had the lowest mean scores
among the respondent groups.

The very lmv standard devia-

tions, lowest for the local school council officers group,
were a clear indication of the cohesiveness of the stances
of the respondents within each group.
In examining the treated data relative to the

1
'fABLE 41
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE EDUCATIONAL BASES FOR THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS,
DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS, LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL
MEMBERS ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
District
Superintendents

Principals
N

=

L.S.C.M.

N

=

54

N = 9

X = 3.55

X

4.22

X

s = 0.84

s

=
=

0.56

s

104

N

3.41

s::..: 0.73

x==

=

L.s.c.o.

16

=
=

4.29
0.71
tv
0

TABLE 42

w

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF THE EDUCATIONAL BASES FOR THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS,
DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS, LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL
MEMBERS ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
SOURCE

D.F.

BET\\TEEN GROUPS

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

27.2126

9.0709

RESIDUAL

179

86.1523

0.4813

TOTAL

182

113.3650

_.J

*

p

< . (J1

F RATIO
18.847*
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TABLE 43
NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 41
Ordered Sample Hcans

--------------+---------------------------------------------Treatments

1
Means

3.41

2

3

4

3.55

4.22

4.29

0.14

0.81**

0.88**

0.67**

0.74**

1--·

1

3.41

2

3.55

3

4.22

4

4.29

** p<.OS

0. 07
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stances of the respondents on the Non-Educational bases for
community participation in local school affairs, a significant F ratio (F

=

8.54; df

=

3, 179; p

~

.01) was observed

for difference in the mean scores of the stances of principals, district superintendents, local school council officers, and local school council members (see table 45).

The

finding supported Hypothesis Four.
Following the significan·t F ratio, the Newman···Keuls
test applied to the data indicated, at the .05 level of
significance, that each of the community groups differed
significantly from each of the professional groups.

There

was no significant difference observed between the mean
scores of the two professional groups, or between the 'Uean
scores of the two community groups (see table 46).
An examination of table 44, presenting data on the
means and standard deviations of the stances of the respondents on the Hen-Educational bases for community participa··
tion in local school affairs, indicated that local school
council officers, with a mean score of 4.07, and local
school council members, with a mean score of 4.02, had the
highest mean scores among all respondent groups, both corresponding to the "Agree" category of the Likert scale,
while the principals, with a mean score of 3.54, and the
district superintendents, with a mean score of 3.59, had the
10\.-Jest mean scores among the respondent groups,

though bo·l.:h

corresponded to the "Agree" category of the scale.

The

ver~1

TABLE 44
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE NON-EDUCATIONAL BASES FOR TH£ STANCES OF PRINCIPALS,
DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS, LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL
MEMBERS ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
::::-c.:;a:;...~-

·-

District
Superintendents

Principals

N

=

=

N

3. 59

x=

N

x=

3. 54

x=

=

0.71

s ::::: 0.91

s

=

16

104

L.S.C.M.

L.S.C.O.

s

=

54

N

4.07

:X = 4. 02

= 0.46

s

=

9

0.58
1\J
0
0'\

TABLE 45
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SU~lliARY TABLE OF THE NON-EDUCATIONAL BASES FOR THE STANCES OF
PRINCIPALS, DISTRIC~ SUPERINTENDENTS, LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL
SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPJ\TION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
SOURCE

D.F.

BETWEEN GROUPS

SUH OF' SQUARES

HEAN OF SQUARES

3

11.0845

3.6948

F:ESIDUAL ,

179

77.4519

0.4327

'l'C'l'AL.

182

88.5364

*

·---------------------

p

<. 01

-----------··------------------

F RATIO
8.539*
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TABLE 46
NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON ,'rHE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEAN SCORE,S
PRESENTED IN TABLE 44

-Ordered Sample Means
l

T reatrnents

2

4

3

Means

3. 54

3.59

4.02

4.07

1

3. 54

-

0.05

0.48**

0.53**

2

3.59

-

0.43**

0.48**

4

4.02

3

4.07

** p<.OS

-

0.05

-

,

f
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loH standard deviations, lowest for the local school council officers group, spoke eloquently of the cohesiveness of
the stances of the respondents within each group.
In examining the differences in the mean scores of
the stances of principals on all bases--Educational, NonEducational, and Overall--for community participation in
local school affairs (see table 47), a significant F ratio
\>Jas determined (F

=

9. 80: df

=

2, 206; p

< . 01)

.

There was

no significant difference discovered in the mean scores of
the stances of district superintendents on all bases--Educational, Non-Educational, and Overall--for community participation in local school affairs (F
p >.OS).

=

0.16; df

=

2, 30;

There was a significant F ratio discovered for

difference in the mean scores of the stances of local school
council officers on all bases--Educational, Non-Educational,
and Overall--for community participation in local school
affairs (F

=

6.80; df

=

2, 106; p

~

.01}.

Finally, there.

was a significant F ratio determined for difference in the
mean scores of the stances of local school council

meiT~ers

on all bases--Educational, Non-Educational, and Overall-for community participation in local school affairs
(F

= 4.89;

df == 2, 16; p

<

.05)

(see table 47}.

The results of the Newman-Keuls test,

~lllhich

followed

tie significant overall F ratios, indicated that there were
significant differences, at the .05 level of si~nificance,
between the mean scores of the stances on the Educatio.!!al
and Non-Educational bases for comi"TtUni ty participation in
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TABLE 47
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE BASES FOR THE STANCES
OF THE PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS, LOCAL SCHOOL
COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAJ... SCHOOL AFFAIRS-EDUCATIONAL, NON-EDUCATIONAL AND OVERALL
Respondents
Classification

Educational
Bases
N

Principals

District
Superintendents

L.S.C.O.

=

104

x = 3.41

=

Overall
Bases

104

N

x=

3.54

N

=

104

s

=

0.73

s

=

0.71

xs -

N

=

16

N

=

16

N

x=

3.55

X

=

3.59

x-

s

=

0.84

s

=

0.91

s = 0.85

N

=

54.

N

=

54

N = 54

X

= 4.22

X

=

4.07

X

-· 4.14

s = 0.46

s

=

0.45

9

N

-

9

4.02

x

::0::

4.14

0.58

s

=

0.62

s = 0.56

L.S.C.l-1.

NonEducational
Bases

N

=

9

N

X

=

4.29

s

= 0.71

x=
s -

=

=

3.48

0.68
16
3.57

local school affairs

wi~hin
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each of the principals, local

school council officers, and local school council members
groups.
In examining the mean scores of the stances of each
of the respondent groups on the bases for community participation in local school affairs (see table 47}, principals
were observed to hold two of the lowest scores, though both
of these corresponded to the "Agree" category of the scale,
while all other groups displayed higher mean scores in all
three areas, corresponding to the "Agree" and "Strongly
Agree" categories of the scale.

True to the pattern revealed

so far, cormnunity groups, compared to all groups, held the
highest mean scores.

Interestingly enough, the mean scores

of the stances of the t\''o conununi ty groups were observed
to be higher in the Educational bases sub-area, while the
mean scores of the stances of each of the professional
groups were observed to be higher in t.he Non-Educational
bases sub-area.
In reviev1, the purpose of Hypothesis Four was to
determine whether there were significant differences among
principals, district superintendents, and local school council leaders regarding the bases on which they accepted or
rejected cornmuni ty participation in local

scho~l

affairs.

As indica ted earlier, all possible basas·--ident if ied
through (1) the careful and exhausting review of the literature relative to communi t.y involvement in

loc~:l

school af-

fairs {see chapter III), and (2} the field testing phase

of the

instrument--v.~ere
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expressed 1n eleven statements

which yielded a mean score for each respondent.

The reason-

ing was that the higher the mean score of the respondent,
the higher the positive stance towards community participation in local school affairs.

But since such assumption

could have bee.n misleading in some cases where behind one
respondent's low mean score a positive stance tN'as identified
{e.g. a person might have accepted community participation
in local school affairs on humanitarian grounds alone r while
rejecting all other bases, and still be highly positive in
his stance on community participation), the eleven statements
were divJded into two categories of Educational and NonEducational bases.

Such division was expected to by-pass

the possibility of error in the drawing of conclusions,
while pinpointing the stances of the respondents in one of
the two areas, representing diverse view-points of the controversy on the "righteousness" of the notion of cornmunity
participation in local school affairs.

To the writer's

pleasant surprise, there were no di~crepancies identified
between the score on the OVerall bases and.each of the other
bases for each of the respondent groups, thus pointing to t:he
reliability of this section of the research Instrument,
while the division of the stances into educational and non ....
educational provided most valua.ble insights into the reasonsbehind-the-stances of the respondents.
From the examination of the treated datn in this
area the following observations were made:
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1.

There were

signific~nt

differences observed in

the mean scores of the stances on the Overall bases for community participation in local school affairs between the
local school council officers group and each of the tw·o
professional groups.
2.

There were significant differences observed in

the mean scores of the stances on the Overall bases for com,munity participation in local school affairs between the
local school council membe·rs group and each of the two
professional groups.
3.

There were no significant differences observed

in the mean scores of the stances on the Overall bases for
community participation in local school affairs between the
two professional groups, or between the two conmunity groups.
4.

There were significant differences observed in

the mean scores of the stances on the Educational bases for
community participation in local school affairs between the
local school council officers group and each of the two
professional groups.
5.

There were significant differences observed in

the mean scores of the stances on the Educational bases for
community participation in local school affairs between the
local school council members group and each of the two
professional groups,
6.

There was no significant difference observed

in the mean scores of the stances on the Educational bases
for community participation in local sclwol affairs between
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the two professional groups, or between the two community
groups.
7.

There were significant differences observed in

the mean scores of the stances on the Non-Educational bases
for community participation in local school affairs between
the local school council officers group and each of the two
professional groups.
8.

There were significant differences observed in

the mean scores of the stances on the Non-Educational bases
for

co~~unity

participation in local school affairs between

the local school council members group and each of the tvm
professional
9.

groups.
There were no significant differences observed

in the mean scores of the stances on the Non-Educational
bases for community participation in local school affairs
between the two professional groups, or between the two
co1nmunity groups.
10.

There were significant differences observed in

the mean scores of the stances on the Educational and NonEducational bases for community participation in local
school affairs within each of the principals, local school
council officers and local school council members groups.
11.

There was no significant difference observed

in the mean scores of the stances on the Educational and NonEducational bases for community participation in local
school affairs within the district superintendetits group.
12.

There were no significant differences observed
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in the mean scores of the stances on the Overall bases and on
each of the other t\.10 bases--Educational and Non-Education-·
al--for conununity participation in local school affairs for
each of the four respondent groups.
13.

There were low standard deviations observed for

each of the respondent groups and in each of the areas exarnined.

Standard deviations were the lowest for the local

school council officers group, and the highest for the district superintendents group.
14.

The mean scores of the stances on all categories

of the bases--Educational, Non-Educational, and Overall-for community participation in local school affairs were
observed to be higher for the two community groups, corresponding to the "Agree" and "Strongly .l>.gree" c<lt.P-g-ories
of the Likert scale.
15.

The mean scores of the stances on all categories

of bases--Educational, Non-Educational, and Overall--for
conwunity participation in local school affairs were observed to be lower for the two professional groups, also
corresponding to the "Agree" category of the scale.
16.

The mean scores of the stances on all the

bases--Educational, Non-Educational, and Overall--for community participation in local school affairs were observed
to be the lowest for the principals group.
17.

The lowest mean score for stance among all bases

for community participation in local school a:f7fairs 1 of all
re~pondent

groups 1 was observed to belong to the Educatiortal.
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bases sub-area of the principals group.
10.

The mean scores of the stances on the bases for

c01mnuni ty participai:ion o£ the two community groups were observed to be higher in the Educational bases category, while
the mean score of the stances on the bases for community
participation of the two professional groups were observed
to be higher in the Non-Educational bases category.
19.

Among all mean scores for stances on the Over-

all bases category, the mean score of the principals group
was the lowest, corresponding to the
thB Likert scale.

11

Agree" category of

All other mean scores, also corresponding

to the "Agree 11 category of the scale, were higher, though
the mean scores of the two community groups were by far
higher than the mean score

of the district superintendents

group.
The higher mean scores of the stances of the two
community groups on the Overall bases for community participation in local school affairs, as well as the higher mean
scores on the Educational and Non-Educational bases were
expected by the writer, in view of the more positive stances
of both groups

on both the theory and

th~

practice of

comntunity participation in the affairs of the local schools.
Likewise, the lower mean scores of the two professional
groups, as compa1·ed to the cornrr.uni ty groups, were .:1lso expected, in view of the less posi·tive stances on both the
theory and practice of participation of the t-wo professional
groups.
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However, \'lha t was not e'xpected was the much higher
mean scores of the stances on the bases for community participaticn in local school affairs of the two professional
groups

(X =

3.48 for principals, and

X=

3.57 for district

superintendents) as compared to the lov1er mean scores of
the stances on the theory

(X=

2.68 for principals, and

X

= 3.00 for district superintendents) and on the practice
(X= 2.69 for principals, and X= 2.71 for district superintendents} of community participation in local school affairs.

A possible explanation could be that the higher

stances on the bases for participation were influenced by
the almost spontaneous response of people to claim adherence to humanitaYian and democratic principles.

Another

explanation might be the difficulty of translating into
satisfactorily workable practice such lofty ideals as those
expressed in the statements of the bases for community participation in local school affairs.

Hence the discrepancy

between tha ideal and the real.
Of great significance was t.he evidence showing that
the professional educators accepted community participation
in local school affairs on Non-Educational grounds to a
higher degree than. on Educational grounds.

One might have

expected that in view of the educator's "educational" perspective, such would not have been the case.

Yet the writer

had expected the professional groups to lean toward the NonEducational grounds in view of the fact. that the movement of
community partici:;>ation in local school affairs did not
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originate within the school organization.
Of significance was also the evidence showing that
the community groups accepted community participation in
local school affairs on Educational grounds to a higher degree than on Non-Educational grounds.

One might have ex-

pected the opposite, since the movement for community participation in local school affairs had originated outside
the school organization.

Yet, the writer had expected such

response on the reasoning that the Educational grounds -vmuld
have a higher and more satisfying emotional appeal to the
community people since the child was appearing to be the
recipient of all benefits.
It was certainly a most interesting insight to 'i?i tness the professional groups of educators accepting corrmunity participation in local school affairs on Non-Educational
bases to a higher degree than on Educational bases, \vhile
the community groups were accepting community participation
on Educational bases more than on Non-Educational bases.
Finally 1 of great significance were the low standard deviations of the bases for the stances on community
participation in local school affairs of all respondent
groups, revealing great cohesiveness and solidarity in the
stances of the respondents within each group.
From the preceeding analysis of the treated data
relative to Hypothesis Four, some major conclusions were
. dra\'ln:
A.

All r·espondent groups indicated acceptance of
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all categories of bases--Educational, Non-Educational, and
overall--for community participation in local school affairs.
B.

There were significant differences identified

between the local school council leaders group and each of
the school administrators groups in all three categories of
bases--Educational, Non-Educational, and Overall--with the
local school council leaders group displaying the highest
level of acceptance in every instance.

In other words,

such differences were in terms of intensity of acceptance.

c.

There were no significant differences identi-

fied between the two school administrators groups in any
of the three categories of bases--Educational, Non-Educational, and Overall--for cornmunity participation in local
school affairs.
D.

The local school council leaders group indi-

cated a higher degree of acceptance of the Educational
bases for the justification of community participation in
local school affairs, while the b1o administrators groups
indicated a higher degree of

accept~nce

of the Non-Educa-

tional bases.
The acceptance of the bases for the justification of
cow~unity

participation in local school affairs in all three

categories by the local school council leaders was in line
with the group's acceptance of community participation at
the level of theory.

However, the expression of acceptance

of the bases for the justification of co;:r>.rnunity participation, in all three categories, by the school adm{nistrators
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groups was not in line with the stands of such respondents
regarding community participation in local school affairs
at the level of theory.
The administrators groups seemed to be accepting
the bases that justified conununity participation in loca.l
school affairs, yet they expressed stands indicating uncertainty regarding the righteousness of conununity participation in local school affairs at the theoretical level.
Such findings revealed a discrepancy between the administrators' protestations and beliefs--a discrepancy that lost
some intensity only in the definition of community participation by the administrators as supportive, understanding
and confined (see pages 239 through 246 for further discussion).
The author of the present research saw definite
hope in the positive stances of the respondent groups regarding the bases which justified community participation
in local school affairs.

The acceptance of the premises

for community participation by the participants would form
sound foundations upon which School Boards might be able to
plan and build effective structures tO\'lards the goal of com-·
munity participation in the affairs of the local school.
gypothesis Five
In their assessm~nts of the principal's crucial role
in the implementation of the policy of community participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant diff6rence among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.

sw
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of the policy of community participation in the affairs of
the local school.
In examining the data relative to Hypothesis Five,
a significant F ratio (F

=

3.38; df

=

3, 179; p

<:os)

was

observed for difference in the mean scores of the stances
of principals, district superintendents, local school council officers, and local school council members, regarding
the crucial role of the principal in the implementation of
co~nunity

49).

participation in local school affairs (see table

As such, Hypothesis Five was accepted.
Following the significant F ratio, the Ne\vman-Keuls

test was applied to the data in order to examine the nature
of the differences, and to probe for more exact informatior:
on the specific location of the identified significance.
The Newman-Keuls test (see table 50) identified no significant differences, at the . 05 level of significance,

betv~een

the mean scores of the stances of the respondents. Such
finding was explained with the highly conservative nature
of the test.
In examining the treated data in table 48, the mean
scores of the stances of the two community groups, corresponding to the :_Agree" category of the Likert scale 111ere
observed to be higher than the mean scores of the stances
of the two professional groups, both of which corresponded
to the "Undecided" category of the scale.

All standard

deviations were observed to be similar to each other and
rela~cively

low.

TABLE 48
Jlfl...EANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE S'I'ANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE CRUCIAL
ROLE OF THE PRINCIPAL IN COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
Principals
N

=

=
x=

104

x=

3.23

=

0.72

s

District
Superintendents
N
I

s

=

L.S.C.O.

=

16.

N

3.36

x=

3.61

0.75

s

=

0.73

L.S.C.M

=
x=
s =

54

N

9
3.51
0.75
I'V
I'V
I'V

TABLE 49
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE CRUCIAL
ROLE OF THE PRINCIPAL IN COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
SOURCE

D.F.

SUM OF SQUARES

MEAN OF SQUARES

3

5.3262

1. 7754

RESIDUAL

179

93.8999

0.5246

TOTAL

182

99.2261

BETWEEN GROUPS

*~<

P< .05

F RATIO
3.384**

r

223

TABLE 50
NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON THE DIFFERE~~ES BETWEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 48

Ordered Sample r1.eans

1

Treatments

Means

1

3.23

2

4

5

3.23

3.36

3.51

3.61

-

0.13

0.28

0.38**

0.15

0.25

-

0.10

2

3.3 6

4

3.51

3

3.61

**p>.05

-

-
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Fro~

the examination of the treated data of the

stances of the respondents on the crucial role of the principal in the implementation of a policy of community participation in local school affairs the following observations
were made:
1.

The local school council officers and the local

school council

~embers

groups were observed to hold higher

mean scores for stances on the crucial role of the principal
in the implementation of

progra~s

of community participation

in local school affairs, thus indicating a recognition of
the crucial role of the principal in this area.
2.

Principals and district superintendents were

observed to hold lower mean scores for stances on the cru-·
cial role of the principal in the implementation of progrsrns
of community participation in local school affairs, both
corresponding t.o the "Undecided" category of the scale,
thus acknowledging reservations in their evaluations of the
role of the principal as crucial in this area.
3.

There was observed to be more agreement in the

stances on the crucial role of the principal between the
two professional groups, as well as between the two community groups, than between any of the community groups
and any of the professional groups.
4.

The lowest mean score for stance on the crucial

role of the principal in community participation in local
school affairs was held by the principals group, while the
highest mean score for stance on the crucial role of the
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principal was held by the local school council officers
group.
5.

The relatively low standard deviations for all

the respondent groups were indicative of the high cohesiveness in the stances on the crucial role of the principal
in the implementation of programs of community participation
in local school affairs within each group.
The lower mean scores for stances on the crucial
role of the principal in programs of conmmnity participation
in local school affairs of the two professional groups
might be explained with (a) the new consciousness overwhelming administrators all over the country of a changing
role with diminishing "automatic" position authority for
the local school administrator, and (b) the new awareness
of the great number of possible factors beyond the principal's control that might play a most decisive role in the unsuccessful implementation of a policy of corrununity participation in the affairs of the local schools.

Such factors

were community apathy, lack of community leadership, lack
of necessary administrative time, school system constrictions, the lack of School Board support, and many more.
The higher mean s.cores for stances of the two comrnunity groups, indicating a definite acknowledgment of the
role of the principal as crucial in the

impleme~ta1:;.ion

of

programs of community pa:rticipat.ion in local. school affairs·'
~ight

'

be explained with the possibility that the local

---------··~··

..-···--·'
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school administrator's

diminishi~g

power had not been recog-

nized by the general public, which was not quite aware of
the constrains of such things as the School System and the
Teachers Union, and of the changing and growing demands on
the role and on the potential expertise of the principal.
From the preceding analysis of the data relative to
Hypothesis Five, the following major conclusions were drawn:
A.

There 't\'as serious disagreement between the local

school council leaders group and each of the school administrators groups regarding the crucial role of the principal
in the implementation of programs of community participation
in the affairs of the local schools.
B.

Principals and district superintendents held

similar stances on the crucial role of the principal in the
implementation of community participation in local school
affairs, both groups expressing uncertainty regarding the
assessment of the principal's role as crucial.

c.

'rhe local school council leaders group acknowl-

edged as crucial the role of the principal in the implementa·tion of programs of community participation in local
school affairs.
D.

All respondent groups displayed a high degree

of cohesiveness in their stances on the crucial role of the
principal in the
in the affairs o£

implement~tion
~h8

of community participation

local school.

Thus the research findings of the stances of the
respondent groups on the crucial role of the principal in
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the implementation of

corr~unity

participation in local

school affairs had uncovered not only doubtful participants,
but also the existence of a serious dichostacy in the stances
of the respondent groups.

The community leaders saw the

principals as having the power to affect the implementation
of the community-participation-in-the-schools policy, \<Jhile
the principals judged their powers as much less decisive.
Were the principals right in their evaluations? Were the
local school council leaders correct in their judgments?
Though the answers to such questions were crucial, as \vere
also the reasons behind the differing role perceptions and
role expectations, the pursuit of the answers was beyond
the scope of the present study.
The fact of the existence of dissension among the
participant groups regarding the crucial role of the principal in the implementation of programs of community participation in local school affairs was established.

The nega-

I

tive impact on the implementation of community participation
of differing role perceptions and role expectations could
be easily inferred by the reader.

The conununity people were

bound to become dissatisfied while the principals pondered
their limitations.
School systems truly interested in the success of
programs of community participat:ion in local school affairs
should investigate carefully this area of disagreement, in
order to develop appropriate ways and means that would
either give the principals the authority and expertise re-
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quired, or would educate

commu~ity

people of the limitations

in the principals' powers or realm of authority.
Hypothesis Six
In their assessments of the Chicago School Board's
and the central administration's supportive role
in the implementation of the policy of co~~unity
participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.
Hypothesis Six sought to examine the respondents
assessments of the role of the School Board and the central
administration in the implementation of the policy of community participation in local school affairs, and to determine whether there were significant differences in the
stances of the respondent groups on the supportive role of
the School Board and central administration in the local
efforts to implement programs of community participation in
local school affairs.
Professional literature in the area of community
involvement in local school affairs was replete of claims
for a lack of adequate support by School Boards in this
area.

Research studies had often pointed to the necessity

of Board support in the implementation of community-parti:cipation-in-the-schools programs, through such concrete measures as the appointment of certificated

~arent

counselors

and community relations advisors at the local school level,
whose major responsibilities would be to provide training
to the community people for t.he implemen·tation of programs

p
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of

co~~unity

participation in local school affairs.

Other

research studies tad pointed to the need of in-service
training for school administrators for the updating of
skills and attitudes made necessary by the new demands
made on principal expertise in the implementation of any
policy of community participation in the affairs of the
local school (see chapter II).
Questionnaire items sixty-two, sixty-three, sixtyfour, sixty-seven and sixty-eight born out of the review
of related literature and research (see chapters II, and
III), sought to examine the respondents assessrr.ents of the
supportive role cf the School Board and central adrdnistratior. in the · irr,plementation efforts for community participation at the local school level.
In examining the data relative to Hypothesis Six,

a significant F ratio {F

=

3.05; df

=

3, 179; p <:.OS)

was observed for difference in the mean scores of the
stances of principals, district superintendents, local
school council officers, and local school council members,
regarding the supportive role of the School Board and the
central administration in the implementation of con:muni ty
participation in local school affairs (see table 52) .

As

such, Hypothesis Six was accepted.
Following the significant F ratio, the Newrn::\n-L<euls
test applied to the data identified no significant differences, at the . 05 level of

si~.jnifica.nce,

between the mean

scores of the stances of the respondent groups.

The

,

TABLE 51
MEl\.NS AND STANDP.RD DEVIA.TIONS OF THE STAt~CES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERIHTE.NDENTS,

LOCAL SCHOO.fJ COUNCil, OFFICERS AND I..CCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL HEMBERS ON THE SUPPORTIVE
ROI.E OF THE SCHOCL BOJ.\J<.D AND THE CEN'l'RAI. liDMINIS'rRl\TI.ON IN THE IMPLEHEt·lTATION
OF COMMUNITY PAR'l'ICIPAT!ON IN I.OCAL SCHOOL Jl!.FFA.IRS
-=

=

~

Principals

=

District
Superintendents

=

--=====

m:===::.-=

L.S.C.O.
N

=

·-==:....-==-~=======

L.S.C.H.
N

=

9

N == 104

N

X ::::; 2.30

X= 2.45

X = 2.67

X = 2. 89

s :;: 0.63

s :::: 0.98

s

s

=

0.80

16

54

=

1.04
1\.)

w
0

TABLE 52

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SU~~RY TABLE OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS,
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON THE SUPPORTIVE
ROLE OF THE SCHOOL BOARD AND THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION IN THE IMLE~ffiNTATION
OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
SOURCE
BETWEEN GROUPS

.RESIDUAL
TOTAL

** p

<. 05

D.F.
3
179
182

SUM OF SQUARES
6.6970
131.0991
137.7961

MEAN OF SQUARES
2.2323
0.7324

F RATIO
3.048**
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TABLE 53
NEWM.2\N-KEUT..S TEST ON THE DIFFERENCES BETV'JEEN MEAN SCORES
PRESENTED IN TABLE 51

Ordered Sample Means
1

Treatments
Means

---1

2.30

2

2.45

3

2.67

4

2.89

**

p ;>.OS

2.30

2

2.45

3

2.E7

4

2.89

---

1-•

0.15

0.37

0.59**

0.22

0.44
0.22
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finding was explained with the highly conservative nature
of the Newrnan-Keuls test (see table 53).
In examining the treated data in table 51, one was
impressed not only with the very low mean scores for stances
for each of the respondent groups, but also with the very
small degree of disagreement among the groups.
Still true to the identified pattern, the two community groups held higher mean scores for stances than the
two professional groups, with the principals group holding
the lowest mean score of all respondent groups.

Interest-

ingly enough; all mean scores fell in the "Disagree" and
"Undecided" categories of the Likert scale.
One might have expected the significant differences
between the stances of the community groups and the stances
of the professional groups on the supportive role of the
School Board and central administration in the i:o:nplementation of corrununity participation in local school affairs,
as one might have expected the evidence of the higher evaluations of that support by the community groups.

The fact

was that the School Board had, indeed, made a definite cornmitment of support for community participation in the
affairs of the local schools, by passing such policy, and.
by issuing guidelines for the implementation of the policy.
Such actions were indications of suppcrt, and the community
people were expected to perceive them as such.

Yet, once

the stage was set, there appeared to be a need for another
kind of support, and on that support the School Board and
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the central administration were assessed unsatisfactory by
the two professional groups (X= 2.30 for principals, and

i =

2.45 for district superintendents--both scores corre-

sponding to the "Disagree" category of the Likert scale),
and less than satisfactory by the community groups
for local school council officers, and

X=

{X=

2.67

2.89 for local

school council members--both corresponding to the "Undecided 11
category of the scale).
One might not have expected the frankness of the
professional respondents in voicing their assessments of
the School Board and the central administration in this
area.

Yet, the writer, as a member of the principals group,

was totally convinced of the professionals' readiness to
"stand up and be counted" on issues of professional concern.
Of significance was the observation that the

stan~

dard deviations of the respondent groups displayed higher
variability within the bm community groups than wi·thin the
two professional groups, pointing to lesser cohesiveness
in the stances within each of the cominuni ty groups.
Finally, of great significance was the evidence
shmving that of all areas examined in the present study,
the stances of the professional and

co~~unity

groups on

the supportive role of the School Board and the central
administration in the implementation of community participation in local school affairs displayed the least disagreement.
From the above analysis of the treated data relati··le
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to Hypothesis Six, some import.:mt conclusions were drawn:
A.

There was disagreement between the local school

council leaders group and each of the two school administrators groups regarding the supportive role of the School
Board and cantral administration in the implementation of
corr.munity participation in local school affairs.
B.

Principals and district superintendents held

similar stances on the supportive role of the School Board
and central administration in the irr.plementation of community participation in local school affairs, both groups
of administrators assessing the support unsatisfactory.
C.

The local school council

leaders group express-

ed uncertainty regarding the assessment of the School Board
and central administration in the implementation of community participation in local school affairs as supportive.
Indeed, the score for the local school council officers'
stance in this area was by far the lowest of all scores
for stances in all aspects of participation examined in
this paper.
Thus, research findings on the stances of participant groups regarding the supportive role of the School
Board and central administration in the implementation of
the policy of community participation in local school affairs had revealed less than satisfied

responde~ts,

with

the two administrators groups expressing definite dissatisfaction.
In the respondents

lo'~'

rat:'Lngs of the support of
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the School Board and central administration in the implementa tion of cornmuni ty participation in local school affairs,
the message of discontent was very clear, as was also the
message of higher expectations on the part of the respondents regarding School Board support.
for more than support.

Indeed, the call was

The need was for expert leadership

and proof of definite commitment.

And the demand was urgent

for in-service training that was well-planned, consistent,
widespread and persistent.
In examining the treated data in table 5£1, presenting the mean scores and the standard deviations of the
stances of principals, district superintendents, local
school council officers 1 and local school council members
on all aspects of community participation in local school
affairs under investigation in the present study, a number
of concluding observations were made.
The two professional groups were observed to display definite reservations in their regard of {1) the idea
of cormnuni ty participation in local school affairs,

(2) the

current practice of community participation in the affairs
of the local schools, and .(3) the role of the principal as
all-important in the implementation of the policy of cornmunity participation in local school affairs.

In regard

to the role of the School Board and the central administration in the local efforts to implement the School Beard's
policy of corr.rnuni ty

part~cipat..ion,

both groups of profes-

sionals assessed it as not supportive.

Howeve.r, both groups

,

...
Tl-1BLE 54
HEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE S'l'ANCES OF PRINCIPALS 1 DISTRIC'r SUPERINTENDEN'l'S 1
LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL OFFICERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL MEMBERS ON COM}1UNITY
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of professionals displayed definite acceptance of both the
educational and non-educational grounds on which acceptance
of community participation in local school affairs had been
justified by the proponents of the practice.

Strangely

enough, none of the professional groups had displayed an
acceptance of community participation in local school affairs, either at the ideological or the practical

levels~

Of the two community groups, the local school council officers group was observed to display a definite acceptance of (1) the idea of community participation in
local school affairs,

(2) the role of the principal as

all-important in the implementation of

co~~unity

partici-

pation in local school affairs, and (3) the educational,
as well as the non-educational grounds on which coJRrnunity
participation in local school affairs had been justified.
The group displayed reservations in its regard of (1) the
current practice of community participation in local school
affairs, and (2) the role of the School Board and central
administration as supportive in the implementation of the
policy of community participation in local school affairs.
The local school council members group was observed
to display definite reservations in its regard of (1) the
idea of community participation in local school affairs,
and {2) the role of the School Board and central a.dministration as supportive in the implementation of community participation in the affairs of the local schools.

The group

displayed definite acceptance of (1) the current practice
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of community participation in local school affairs

(being

both unconvinced and easily pleased, this was not difficult) ,
and {2) the role of the principal as all-importan1: in the
implementation of community participation in local school
affairs, and (3) the educational and non-educational bases
that justified acceptance of community participation in
local school affairs.

Unfortunately, like the professionals,

the local school council members did not have that for
which the justifications were made.
The differences in the stances between the professional and community groups were found to be significant in
all aspects of community participation examined in the
present study, while the differences in the stances bE;bveen
the two professional groups, or between the two community
groups were determined to be not significant.

As such,

the fact of the existence of discrepancies in the stances
on community participation between the professional and
community groups was established, as was .also established
the fact of the lack of discrepancies in the stances between the two groups of professionals, as \-.Tell as betvleen
the two community groups.

Another fact established was

that of relative cohesiveness and solidarity of the stances
of respondents within each group.
Finally, of the two professional groups, the principals group was found to be the more conservative in the
stances on all aspects of community participation in the
affairs of the local schools examined, while of the two
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community groups, the local school council officers group
was found to be the most aggressive and demanding in the
stances on all aspects of community participation examined.
'l'he Interviews
Intervietvs of a sample of Questionnaire respondents-chosen on a random basis, and comprised of twenty principals, fifteen local school council leaders, and five superintendents--were conducted in order to (1) provide in-depth
information relating to the hypotheses of the study,

(2) con-

firm the validity of the research findings of the Questionnaire,

{3) determine the reliability of the Questionnaire,

and (4) determinethe content validity of the Questionnaire.
The Interview instrument consisted of seven open-ended
entries, some of which had sub-entries 1 that were designed
to give the respondents a frame of reference with which to
react.
The reporting and analysis of the interview data
were made by entries, since the hypotheses of the study
were represented by the entries.
Entry One: ~vhat is your general stand on corrununi ty
participation in local school affairs?
Entry One with four sub-entries related to Hypothesis
One.

The main objectives of such a general question were

(1) to encourage each respondent to take a stand by making
an initial response, and (2) to investigate an often stated
allegation that school administrators paid only lip service
t.o community participation in local school affairs.

Such
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claim had been supported to an extent by the findings from
the Questionnaire data analysis, which indicated definite
discrepancies between the principals' justifications for
community involvement in the affairs of the local schools,
and the principals' specific stands on the various aspects
of possible involvement (see items one through thirty-eight
of the Questionnaire instrument).
Everyone interviewed made a positive response to
the question regarding the general stand on community partieipation in local school affairs, thus identifying all respondent groups as falling in ·the "ll.gree" category of the Likert
scale.

However, there were differences between the profes-

sionals and the local school council leaders regarding the
reasons behind the expressed stances.

The professionals

favored community participation in the schools primarily for
the "support" and "understanding" that such practice might
generate--support for wha.t the professionals tried to accomplish, and understanding of the school's goals and efforts
on the one hand, and of the desires and needs of pdrents
on the other.

The local school council leaders favored com-

munity participation in local scbool affairs, because through
such practice "parents kept themselves informed," and because "through community participation in schools, concerned
parents could influence decision making and policy making
in the schools."
Entry One Sub-Entries: (a) What is your stand regarding community participation in the area of Personnel?
(b) ~vhat is your stand regarding cornmuni 1:y
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participation in the area of Curriculum?
(c) What
is your stand regarding community participation in
the area of Policies and Procedures?
(d) What is
your stand regarding community participation in the
area of Finance?
In the sub-areas of possible community participation in local school affairs investigated, the identified
stances of the respondent groups were found to be in agreement with the stances expressed in the Questionnaire.

Pro-

fessionals rejected community participation in the sub-area
of Personnel, while expressing the greatest degree of tolerance (within the range of the "Undecided" category of the
Likert scale), for community participation in the sub-area
of Finance.

In the two sub-areas of Curriculum and Policies

and Procedures, the professionals expressed

indecision~

ex-

plaining that participation was, indeed, important and necessary so long as it was Cl)
sionals tried to do,

(2)

efforts of the school,

"supportive". of what the profes-

"understanding" for the goals and

(3) "confined" or "limited" to where

i t should be, and (4) "helpful" in providing the necessary
information for use by the professionals.

Local school coun-

cil leaders expressed positive stances on the four sub-areas
of participation, indicating a definite and firm desire to
influence decision making and policy making to a much higher
degree and in more areas than the professionals were ready
to concede.
The professionals justified their total rejection
of conununity participation in the sub-area of Personnel
with their concern of the danger of "folitics

~ntering

the

local schools."
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Another important concern was the def ini·te

need for professional expertise in the evaluation of professionals.

The professionals explained their indecisive

stance in the sub-area of Curriculum by pointing to the
necessity of trained expertise in this area, and their more
tolerant professional stance (within the range of the "Undecided" category of the Likert scale}, in the sub-area of
Policies and Procedures as the result of "tradition", which
had established the practice of parental participation to
a limited degree in this sub-area.
Professionals explained the stance on the sub-area
of Finance--found to be the most tolerant of all reserved
professional stances--by pointing to the strength of tradition in this area, as well as to some successes that communities have had in recent years in persuading the School
Board to come forth with positive actions.

A number of pro-

fessionals pointed to the cut-and-dry clerical aspects in
this sub-area, lacking any policy making or decision making
responsibilities, thus presenting less of a challenge to
the administrators' authority and responsibility.
Entry Two:
Do you assess the current practice of
community participation in local school affairs as
successful (a) in terms of Structure, (b) in terms
of Operation, (c) in terms of Accomplishments,
(d) in terms of Firmness, (e) in terms of Futvre-asPresent, and (f) in terms of Future-with-Increase?
Entry Two of the Interview instrument related to
Hypothesis Two, ,,,hich v:as concerned with the investigation
of the stances of the respondents on the current practice

of

co~~unity
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participation in the affairs of the local

schools.
The stances of all Interview respondent groups, expressing indecisiveness and reservations in their assessments of the overall current practice of community participation in local school affairs, were found to be in complete
agreement with the corresponding stances of the groups as
identified by the treated data of the Questionnaire instrument.
In the investigated components of the current practice of community partiQipation in local school affairs,
the expressed stances of the respondents were found to be in
agreement with those identified through the Questionnaire:
all groups indicated indecision regarding the Structure
component of the participation practicer the professionals'
responses indicated dissatisfaction with the Operation conponent of the participation practice, in contrast to the
local school council leaders' responses that indicated
definite satisfaction; all professionals expressed dissatisfaction in regard to the Accomplishments component of the
participation practice, while local school council leaders
on the whole were undecided in this

are~;

professionals

expressed indecision as to the Firmness component of the
current participation practice, in contrast to the local
school council leaders who appeared convinced that

~he

cur-

rent participation practice was firmly established; finally,
professionals as a whole were found to be undecided in
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regard to both the Future-as-Present, and the Future-withIncrease components, while local school council leaders
expressed a definite des5.re for an increase of community
participation in local school affairs in the future,
~-:
r

~.

~

Professionals and non-professionals explained the

.

reserved stances on the Structure component of the participation practice as the result of confusing guidelines and
unclear definitions.

Professionals explained the dissatis-

faction expressed for the Operation component of the partieipation practice as the result of (1) a lack of adequate
and true community representation at Local Sc:hool Council
meetings,

(2) a lack of sufficient leadership and/or knowl-

edge among local school council members, and {3)
regular attendance.

d

lack of

Local school council leaders explained

the satisfaction expressed for the Operation component of
the participation practice as the result of the fulfillment
experienced throt;tgh "self-expression" and "participation."
The very low assessments of the Accomplishments
component of the participation practice by the professionals
were justified on the grounds of the lack of proof of any
significant impact on the educational process, and partieularly on the educational product, by the participation
practice--a practice that had demanded disproporti~'nate
amounts of professional time and expertise.

Local school

coancil leaders as a group, though not satisfied with the
i\ccomplishnt:mts co:r:1ponent of the participation practice,
were less critical.

Specifically, stands were divided
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equally between those who felt that participation endeavors
were successful "because we know so," or "because our prin·cipal told us so," and those who felt that Local School
councils were masterfully led to keep busy with inconsequential issues.
Professionals justified the reserved stances on the
future of the practice of community participation in local
school affairs on the basis of a perceived trend indicating
movement away from the aggressiveness w!1ich characterized
the earlier stages of community participation in the affairs
of the local schools.

I,ocal school council leaders justi-

fied their desire for increase of the participation practice
in the future by expressing faith in the potential of the
practice to improve the schools.
There was no separate entry in the Interview instrument relating to Hypothesis Three.

As with the Question-

naire treatment of data, results relating to Hypothesis
Three were obtained through a comparison of the data pertinent to Hypothesis One and Hypothesis Two.

Since the find-

ings from the interviews, relative to bo'th Hypothesis One
and Hypothesis Two were found to be in agreement with those
of the Questionnaire, it was reasonable to conclude that
the findings of Hypothesis Three, based on the relationship
between Hypothesis One and Hypothesis Two, would be also
in agreement.
Entry Three;
On :vhat bases do you justify conununity
participation in local school affairs: (a) on educational bases, (b) on non-educational bases?
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Entry Three with the two sub-entries related to
Hypothesis Four.
The stances of all interview respondent groups,
indicating acceptance of conununity participation in local
school affairs on both educational and non-educational bases,
were very much in agreement with the stances of the groups
as identified in the treated data of the Questionnaire instrument.
Of some significance was the finding showing that
"expediency" was the most often mentioned reason by the principals under the non-educational sub-entry.
Of great importance appeared to be the necessity to
viev-1 the educational and non-educational bases of the
stances of the respondent groups in the context of
group's

understanding

~ach

of community participation in local

school affairs, as explained by the respondents themselves
in Entry One (see pages 239 through 242).
Entry Four:
Do you think the role of the principal
in the implementation of a policy of community participation in local school affairs is crucial?
Entry Four related to Hypothesis

Fi~e.

The stances

of all interview respondent groups on the crucial role of
the principal, with the

professional~

posing reservations,

and the local school council leaders expressing agreement,
were in accord with the stances of the respondents as
identified through the treated data of the Questionnaire
instrument.
Professionals explained the reservations in their
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sta.nces on the crucial role of the principal in community
participation in local school affairs by citing such other
variables as community apathy, lack of conununi ty leadership,
lack of parental know-how, lack of parental time for involve··
~

ment, lack of "Board" support, and even "luck"·as important
determinants--often more important than the role of the principal--in the implementation of programs of community partieipation in local school affairs.
Local school council leaders justified their stances
of acceptance of the role of the principal as crucial iP- the
implementation of programs of community participation in the
affairs of the local schools, by presenting their perceptions of the principalship as a very influential position
of authority and power.
Entry Five:
Do you think that the role of the
School Board in the implementation of the policy
of community pa.rticipation in the affairs of the
local schools has been supportive?
Entry Six:
Do you think that the role of the
central administration in the implementation of
the policy of community participation in local
school affairs has been supportive?
Entries Five and Six related to Hypothesis Six.
I

The stances of all interview respondent groups on the supportive roles of the School Board and the central administration in the implementation of community participation in
local school affairs, with the professionals expressing
dissatisfaction and the local school council leaders indieating indecision and reservations, were in total agreement
with the stances of the respondent groups as identified
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through the treated data of the Questionnaire instrument.
As with the Questionnaire findings, the discord in the
stances of professionals and local school council leaders,

.

"';

;j"

prevalent in all areas of community participation examined
in the present study, reached the lo-v;est point here.
Professionals justified their stances, v1hich expressed definite dissatisfaction with the School Board's
and the central administration's roles in the implementation
of the policy of community participation in local school
affairs, by citing (1) possible "dubious motives" that had
led to the adoption of the policy of community participation in local school affairs,

(2) possible absence of real

intentions by the School Board and the central administration to see

co~munity

participation in local schools succeed,

(3) the School Board's and the central administration's .show
of partiality and responsiveness to the "loudest" community
demands--thus undermining and negating both local administrative authority and proper procedure,

(4) the insensitiv.-·

ity of the School Board and the central administration for
the complications and unsettling consequences of a policy
of

co~~unity

participation in local school affairs inade-

quately or improperly implemented,

(5) the lack of provi-

sions by the School Board for appropriate training of all
participant agents of the participation effort, and {6)

the

confusing guidelines for the implementation of the policy
of corrununi ty participat.ion in local school affairs.

The

local school council leaders expressed similar concerns,

249
showing particular agreement with points 1, 2, 5, and 6
above.
Entry Seven: vJhat is the trend of community participation in local school affairs?
Entry Seven was included for the purpose of verifying the stances of the respondents on (1) the Firmness,
(2} the Future-as-Present, and (3) the Future-with-Increase
components of the participation practice.

The intention

was to probe for reasons behind the significant differences
identified in the stances of the professionals and the local
school council leaders groups.
The stances and the reasons given in explaining the
stances of the respondents \vere consistent with the stances
of the respondents as identified through the Questionnaire
instrument.

Professionals perceived the participation prac-

tice as diminishing and v:i thering away 1 \-ihile local school
council leaders perceived the participation practice as
settling down to a more definite form, pointing repeatedly
to the many in·- roads that had been carved so far.
As the preceding review of the interview findings
clearly demonstrated, the input from the interviews provided
in-depth information relating to all Hypotheses of the present study, confirmed the validity of the research findings
of the Questionnaire, and verified the reliability
tent validity of the Questionnaire.

an~

con-

r
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Background Variables
A certain number of demographic variables of the respondents and of the

school-co~~unities

had been selected

for examination in the present study, in order to determine
whether a pattern and/or a trend was evident between these
variables and the stances of the selected respondent groups
(1) on corrmunity participation in local school affairs at
the level of theory,

(2) on

co~~unity

participation in locnl

school affairs at the level of practice,

(3) on the educa-

tional bases for the justification of com.rnunity part.icipa·tion in local school affairs,
bases for the

j~stification

local school affairs,

( 4) on the non-educat.ional

of community participation in

(5) on the crucial role of the princi-

pal in the implementation of conmmnity participation in local
school affairs, and (6) on the supportive role of the School
Board and central administration in the implementation of the
participation policy.
respondents' stances in

The presentation and analysis of the
rela~ion

to the selected background

variables was the subject of the present section.
Racial-Ethnic Composition
of the School
The first background variable examined in relation
to the respondents' stances on participation was the,racialethnic student composition of the school variable.

Respon-

dents 1.vere classified, according to the racia.l-ethnic composition of the school, into four classifications, Caucasian,
Black, Hispanic and Integrated.

The purpose was to determine
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whether the racial-ethnic make-up of the school had any
effect on the stances of the principals and the local school
council le.aders.
Would local school council leaders of Black and llisoanic

co~~unities

display an acceptance of community partie-

ipation to a higher degree than principals in general, and
local school council leaders of other communities in partieular, since the major desire for community involvement had
been generated in Black and Hispanic communities, and was
fostered by "Black" and "Latino" thought?

Would local

school council leaders of Black and Hispanic communities
acknowledge to a higher degree the viability of the current
participation practice?

Would principals of Black and His-

panic school-communities display a higher degree of acceptance of

co~~unity

participation as a defense maneuver

against possible aggressive action by such communit.ies?
In examining the treated data which sought to determine the respondents stances on the theory of comm\.mi ty pa::-·ticipation in local school affairs in relation to the racialethnic composition of the local school (see table 55}, a
significan·t F ratio (F

=

78. 71; df

=

1, 159;' p

C::::.

.01) r.vas

observed for difference in the mean scores of the stances
of the principals and the local

~choo~

council leaders.

The Newman-Kauls test applied to the data identified
significant differences, at the .05 level of significance,
bet"l.veen principals and local school council leaders in all
four racial-ethnic school classifications, with principals
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groups consistently displaying lower mean scores than the
local school council leaders groups.

In addition, a signif-

icant difference was identified between the stances of the
local school council leaders of Integrated and Caucasian
schools, with the former displaying a mean score of 4.00,
corresponding to the "Agree" category of the Likert scale,
and the latter holding a mean score of 3.34, corresponding
to the "Undecided" category of the scale.

No other signif-

icant differences were identified by the Newman-Keuls test
in the stances of the respondent g:roups, thus allowing one
to observe that the principals of all racial-ethnic school
classifications displayed similar and low stances on the
theory of community participation in local school affairs,
revealing both disagreement with, and reservations

fo~

the

subject.
In examining the treated data in table 55, displpying
mean scores and standard deviations of the stances on the
theory of community participation in local school affairs
of principals and local school council leaders of Caucasian,
Black, Hispanic and Integrated schools, the local school
council leaders groups of Black, Hispanic and Integrated
school classifications were observed to hold scores correspending to the "Agree" category of 'the Likert scale, in
contrast to the rest of the respondent groups, including
"

both principals and local school council leaders, which
held mean scores for stances corresponding to the "Unde·cided" and "Disagree" categories of the scale.
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Interestingly enough, the standard deviations of the principals groups were observed to be consistently smaller than
the standard deviations of the local school council leaders
groups, in each of the racial-ethnic school classifications
examined, thus revealing less
variability and greater soli,
darity within each of the principals groups (see table 55).
In examining the treated data of the respondents
stances on the

pract~ce

of community participation in local

school affairs in relation to the racial-ethnic composition
of the schools (see table 56), a significant F ratio was
observed for difference in the mean scores of the stances
of the principals and the local school council leaders
(F

=

34.94; df

=

1, 159; p

<

.01).

The Ne\\"lTTan-Keuls test applied to the data iden·tified
significant differences, at the .05 level of significance,
between principals and local school council leaders in the
Hispanic schools, with the principals holding the lower
mean score.

Significant differences were also identified

between the stances of the local school council leaders of
the Hispanic schools and each of the local.school council
leaders groups of the other racial-ethnic school classifications, with the former group holding the highest mean score.
No other significant differences were· identified by the
Newman-Keuls test in the stances of the respondent groups,
thus permitting one to note that the principals of all
racial-ethnic school classifications, displaying both similar
and low scores, were in agreement in their low assessments
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of the current practice of

co~munity

participation in local

school affairs.
In inspecting the treated data in table 56, displaying the mean scores and the standard deviations of the
stances on the practice of community participation in local
school affairs of principals and local school council leaders of Caucasian, Black, Hispanic and Integrated school
.classifications, the local school council leaders group of
the Hispanic schools, with a mean sco:ce of 3.86, was observed to hold the highest mean score of all responrlt;nt
groups, while being the only group registering satisfaction
with the current practice of co!!lmuni ty parJcicipation in
local school affairs._ All other groups of respondents
expressed indecision or dissatisfaction in the evaluation
of the current practice of community participation in local
school affairs.
In examining the treated data of the respondents
stances on the educational bases for community participation in local school affairs in relation to the racialethnic composition of the local schools (see table 57), a
significant F ratio (F

=

61.87; df

=

1, 159; p

~

.01) was

observed for difference in the mean scores of the stances
of the principali and local school council leaders.
The Newrnan-Keuls test applied .1:o :t~e data identified
significant differences, at the .05 level of significance,
between principals and local school council leaders in each
of the four racial-ethnic school classifications, with the

255
local school council leaders groups holding higher scores
in every case.

A significant difference, at the .05 level

of significance, was also observed between the stances of
the local school council leaders of the Hispanic schools and
the local school council leaders of the Caucasian schools,
with the former displaying a mean score of 4.67, corresponding to the "Strongly Agree" category of the scale, and
the latter holding a.mean score of 4.02, corresponding to
the "Agree" category of the scale.

No significant differ-

ences, at the .05 level of significance, were observed in
the mean scores of the stances of the principals groups,
thus indicating similarity in the stances of all four principal groups on the educational bases for the justification
of

con~unity

participation in the affairs of the local

school.
In examining the treated data in table 57, present·ing the mean scores and standard deviations of the stances
on the educational bases for community participation in
local school affairs of principals

an~ local school council

leaders of Caucasian, Black, Hispanic and Integrated school
classifications, the local school council lead9rs groups of
the Black, Hispanic and Integrated racial-ethnic school classifications were observed to hold mean

~cores

corresponding

to the "Strongly Agree" category of the sdale1 while the
principals of the Caucasian and Hispanic racial-ethnic
school classifications, were observed to hold the lowest mean
scores, correspo!1ding t.o the "Undecided" category of the
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scale.
In examining the treated data of the respondents•
stances on the non-educational bases for community partieipation in local school affairs in relation to the racialethnic composition of the local schools (see table 58), a
significant F ratio (F

=

30. 40; df

=

1, 159; p L. . 01) was

observed for difference in the mean scores of the stances
of the principals

an~

the local school council leaders

groups.
The Newman-Keuls test applied to the data identified significant differences, at the .05 level of significance, between principals and local school council leaders
in every racial-ethfiic school classification except the
Black.

Significant differences were also identified between

the stances of the local school council leaders of the Integrated schools and each of the local school council leaders groups of the other racial-ethnic school classifications.
A significant difference was also identified in the mean
scores of the stances of the principals of the Integrated
and Caucasian schools.
In examining the treated data in table 58, displaying the mean scores and the standard deviations of the
stances on the non-educational bases for community partici-·
pation in local school affairs of principals and local
school council leaders of Caucasian, Black, Hispanic and
Integrated schools, the principals of the caucasian schools
were observed to hold the lowest mean score of all respon-

,
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dent groups, corresponding to the "Undecided" category of
the Likert scale, while the local school council leaders
of the Integrated schools were observed to hold the highest
mean score of all respondent groups, corresponding to the
"Strongly Agree" category of the scale.
In examining the treated data of the respondents
stances on the crucial role of the principal in the implernentation of programs of community participation in local
sc:1ool affairs in relation to the racial-ethnic composition
of the local schools (see table 59), a significant F ratio
(F = 10.21; df

=

1, 159; p

~

.01) was observed for differ-

ence in the mean scores of the stances of the principals
and the local school council leaders.

The Newman-Keuls test

applied to the data identified no significant differences
between the stances of any of the respondent groups.
In examining the treated data in table 59, displaying the means and standard deviations of the stances on the
crucial role of the principal in the practice of

co~unity

participation in local school affairs of principals and of
local school council leaders of Caucasian, Black, Hispanic
and Integrated schools, local school council.le&ders were
observed to hold higher mean scores than the principals in
each of the racial-ethnic school classifications considered,
with the local school council leaders of the Integrated
schools holding the highest mean score, and the local school
council leaders of the Caucasian schools holding the lowest
mean score.

Of inter-est was the observation that all

,-'

'

i;'
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principals groups held scores corresponding to the "Undecided" category of the Likert scale, while all local school
council leaders groups held scores corresponding to the
"Agree" ca,tegory of the scale.
In examining the treated data of the respondents
stances on the supportive role of the School Board and the
central adrainistration in the implementation of community
participation in local school affairs in relation to the
racial-ethnic composition of the local schools (see table
60), a significant F ratio (F

=

8.15; df

=

1, 159; p

~.01)

was observed for difference in the mean scores of the
stances of the principals and the local school council
leaders.

The Newman-Keuls test applied to the data. identi-

fied no significant differences between the stances of any
of the respondent groups.
An examination of the treated data of table 60, displaying the mean scores and standard deviations of the
stances on the supportive role of the School Board and
central administration in the implementation of programs
of community participation in local school affairs of principals and local school council leaders of Caucasian, Black,
Hispanic and Integrated schools, indicated that the highest
mean score, corresponding to the "Undecided.11 oategory of
the Likert scale, was held by the local school council leaders of the Hispanic schools, while the lowest mean score,
corresponding to the "Disagree" category of th'?. scale, \vas
held by the principals of the Black schools.

Principals in
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all racial-ethnic school classifications held mean scores
for stances corresponding to the "Disagree" category of the
Likert scale, while local school council leaders groups were
split equally between the "Disagree" and the "Undecided"
categories of the scale, with the local school council leaders of the Caucasian and Integrated schools holdin9 the lov.r·est mean scores for stances, thus aligning themselves to the
principals groups in_ the evaluation of the role of the
School Board and the central administration as unsupportive
in the implementation of programs of community participation
in local school affairs.
To further verify the existence of possible significant differences in the stan.ces of the principals of the
four racial-ethnic school classifications under consideration, a one way analysis of variance procedure was also
applied to the variables.

However, no significant differ-

ences were observed in the stances of the principals of
Caucasian, Black, Hispanic and Integrated schools on the
theory of community participation in local school affairs
(F = 1. 26; df = 3, 100; p

>. 05},

on the practice of commu-

ni ty participation in local school affairs

(F =- 1·. 0 3; df

=

3,

100; p :> .05}, on the educational bases for the justif.ication of community participation in local pchool affairs
(F

=

1.32; df

=

3, 100; p > .05), on the non-educational

bases for the justification of community participatio in
local school affairs

(F

=

1.74; df

=

3, 100; p > .05), on

the role of the principal in the implementation of community

260
participation in local school affairs (F

= 0.90;

df

=

3, 100;

p > .05), and on the role of the School Board and central
administration in the irnpJ.ementation of community participation in local school affairs

=

(F

1.17; df

=

3, 100;

p > . OS).

To test for possible significant differences in the
stances of the local school council leaders from the four
racial-ethnic school- classifications, the one way analysis

.
,,

of variance procedure was also applied to the variables.
There were no significant differences observed in the
stances of the local school council leaders of Caucasian,
Black, Hispanic and Integrated schools on the theory of

=

community participation in local school affairs (F

1.99;

df == 3, 59; p >.OS), on the practice of community participation in local school affairs

=

(F

2. 30; df

=

3, 59; p > . 05),

on the educational bases for the justification of
participation in local school affairs (F

59: p

~

=

co~~unity

1.90; df

=

3,

.05), on the role of the principal in the implemen-

tation of community participation in local school affairs

(F

=

0.71; df

=

3, 59; p

~.OS),

and on the role of the

School Board and central administration in the implementation of community participation in local scho~l pffa.irs
(F

=

1.03; df

=

3, 59; p

nificant F ratio (F

=

> .05).

2.90; df

=

However,· there was a sia,

J

3, 59; p <.OS) observed

for difference in the mean scores of the st~nces of local
school council leaders on the non-educational bases for the
justification of community participation in local school
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affairs.
In studying the treated data in table 61, displaying
the means and standard deviations of all stances on conLrnuni~··.

ty participation in local school affairs of principals of
Caucasian, Black, Hispanic and Integrated school classifica-

I.

'

tions i.n relation to the data in table 54, diplaying comparable information on the principals group taken as a whole,
principals of

Integr~ted

schools were found to hold mean

scores for stances consistently higher than tha mean scores
of the stances of the total principals gioup, while the
prinC"ipals of Caur.:asian schools, compared to all other
groups of principals, were found to hold mean scores for
stanc:es most impressively lower than the mean scores of the
stances of the total principals group.
In studying the treated data of table 62, displayin9
the means and standard deviations of all stances on cornmunity
participation in local school affairs of local school council leaders from Caucasian, Black, Hispanic and Integrated
school

clas~ifications

in relation to the data in Table 54,

displaying comparable information on the local school council leaders group as a whole, local school council leaders
of Caucasian and Hispanic schools were found to hold mean
scores for stances on the theory of participation considerably lm·ler than the mean score for the stance of the total
group.

Local school council leaders of Caucasian and Inte-

grated school classifications were also found to hold mean
scores for stances on the supportive role of the School
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Board and central administration that were lower than the
mean scores for the stances of the local school council
leaders group as a whole.
In review, the purpose of examining the racialethnic composition of the school as a variable was to determine 'IIThether a pattern and/or a trend was evident between
this variable and the various stances of the respondent
groups on the different aspects of co1nmunity participation
in local school affairs under investigation in the present
study.

From the examination of the treated data the follow-

ing observations were made:
1.

In all aspects of participation examined, and

within all racial-ethnic school classifications identified,
the local school council leaders groups held mean scores for
stances that were higher than the mean scores for stances
of the principals groups, except in one instance, in the
evaluation of the role of the School Board, where council
leaders of the Caucasian schools held a lower mean score
than the principals of the same school classification.
2.

Principals of Caucasian and Hispanic school clas-

sifications held the lowest mean scores for stances on the
theory of community participation in local school affairs,
indicating the greatest resistance, among all principals
groups, for community participation in local. school affairs.
3.

Among all conununity groups, the local school

council leaders group of the Caucasian school classification
held the lcwest score for stance on the theory of conmmni ty

~·
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participation in local school affairs, revealing some definite ·reservations in this area.

All other community groups

displayed definite acceptance.
4.

Principals of Caucasian and Black school classi-

fications held the lowest mean scores for stances on the
current practice of

co~~unity

participation in local school

affairs, registering greater dissatisfaction with the practice of participatiop than the principals of the Hispanic
and Integrated school classifications.
5.

The local school council leaders group of the

Hispanic school classification held the highest mean score
for stance on the current practice of community participation in local school affairs, displaying more satisfaction
with the participation practice than any other respondent
group.

6.

Principals of Caucasian and Hispanic school

classifications held mean scores for stances on the educational bases for the justification of community participation

in local school affairs that displayed indecision, in

contrast to the other groups of principals that held mean
scores for stances showing acceptance.
7.

Principals of Caucasian school classifications

held the lm•rest mean score for stance on the non-educational
bases for justification of communit.y pa.rticipation in local

.

school affairs, revealing so~e indecisio~, in c6ntrast to
all other groups of principals that displayed mean scores
for stances showing acceptance.

r

8.
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Local school council leaders of Caucasian and

Integrated school classifications appeared to be more de£inite than the other community groups in the evaluation of
the role of the School Board and central administration as
unsupportive in the implementation of the policy of cornrnunity participation in the affairs of the local schools.
9.

Principals of Black school classifications,

among all principals groups, indicated the highest degree of
dissatisfaction with the role of the School Board eDd cent:cal administration in the implementation of programs c::
community participation in the affairs of the local
10.

sc~ools.

The most disagreements between the stances of

principals and local school council leaders were observed to
be within the Hispanic schools classification, with the local school council leaders displaying a higher mean score
for stance in every instance.

(Disagreements \-v.ere identi-

fied in four out of the six aspects of community participation in local school affairs investigated; that is, on the
theory and on the current practice of participation, and on
the educational and non-educational bases for the justification of community participation in local school affairs.)
11.

The fewer disagreements between the

sta~ces

of

the principals and the local school council leaders groups
were found to be within the Black schools classification.
(Here the mean scores for the stances of the respondents indicated signif:Lcant differences between the principals and
the school council leaders on only two of the six asp6cts

r
~·

'
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of community participation in local school affairs investigated; that is,

(1) on the theory of community participa-

tion in local school affairs, and (2} on the educational
bases for: community participation in local school affairs.)
The local school council leaders group displayed higher
mean scores for stances in both instances.
12.

The most persistent disagreements between the

stances of the principals and the local school council
leaders of all racial-ethnic school classifications were
observed to be on the theory of communit:y participation in
local school affairs, and on the educational and non-educational bases for the justification of community par·ticipation in local school affairs.
13.

The least disagreement between the stances of

the principals and local school council leaders groups of
all racial-ethnic school classifications was observed to
be on the practice of community participation in the affairs of the local schools, and on the supportive role of
·the School Board and central administration in the implernen·tation of

com~unity

participation in the affairs of the

local schools.
Although not all observatior.s just presented of the
characteristic variations in the stances of tbe respondents
were substantiated by statistical analyses of variance
procedures, in the judgment of the writer, who had exercised
all prudent care in the interpretation of the treated data,
such variations were indicative of possible evolving
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patterns, and were therefore reported as such.

Type of School
The second background variable considered, in an effort to determine some relationship between the variable and
the stances of the principals, was the type--of-school variable.

The three school types considered were (1) the kinder-

garten through sixth grade school,

(2) the kindergarten

through eighth grade school, and ( 3) the regular high school.
Would the stances of the principals of the various
schools on the different aspects cf community participation
in local school affairs under investigation in the present
study be affected by the type of school
Would the principals of the "little

~dministered?

schools~

hold a differ-

ent outlook on community participation in local school affairs than the

principal~

of the high schools?

Would the

elementary school principals, finding themselves in closer
proximity to the school community, vie\'l community participation in local school affairs differently?
To test for significant differences in the stances
of the principals of the three school categories under investj_gation, a one way analysis of variance procedure was
applied to the variables.

However, no significant F rat.i.os

were observed for difference in the mean scores of the
stances of the principals of the three types of schools
relative to

(1)

the theory of community participation in

local school affairs (F

~

0.39; df

=

2, 101; p

>- .05),

r
•
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(2} the practice of community participation in local school
affairs (F

=

0.27; df

=

2, 101; p > .OS},

(3) the education-

al bases for the justification of" community participa·tion in
local school affairs (F= 0.27; df

=

2, 101; p :::::-- .05),

(4)

the non-educational bases for the justification of community
participation in local school affairs (F
p

~.OS),

=

0.68; df

=

2, 101;

(5) the crucial role of the principal in the imple-

mentation of community participation in local school affairs
(F = 1.20; df = 2, 101; p > .05), and (6) the supportive
role of the School Board and central administration in the
implementation of community participation in local school
affairs (F

=

0.27; df

=

2, 101; p

7

.05).

Since no signifi-

cant differences were determined in the mean scores of the
stances of the principals of the three types of schools
under investigation, no significant patterns or trend were
expected to be found.
An examination of the treated data in table 63, displaying

means and standard deviations of the stances on

community participation in local school affairs of principals, grouped by the type of school administered, indicated
that principals of high schools were "Undecided" in more
instances than any of the other groups of principals under
examination.

High school principals were also found to

hold the lowest mean scores for stances on all aspects of
participation examined, except in their evaluation of the
supportive role of the School Board and central adrninistration, where they shmved some "generosity" within the
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the stances of the principals of the four socio-econorrdc
school categories relative to (1) the theory of corrununity
participation in local school affairs
p

~.OS),

(F

=

0.22; df

=

3, 99;

(2) the practice of community participation in

local scl'lool affairs

(F

=

2.30; df

=

3, 99; p> .05),

(3)

the educational bases for the justification of community
participation in local school affairs
p

(F

=

0.75; df

=

3 1 99;

> .05), (4) the non-educational bases for the justi.fica-

tion of community participation in local school affairs
(F = 1.02; df = 3, 99; p :;:::> .05)

1

(5) the role of the prin-

cipal in the implementation of community participation in
local school affairs

(F = 0.32; df

=

3, 99; p ::::-- .05)

1

and (6)

the role of the School Board and central administration in
the implementation of cooonunity participation in local
school affairs (F

=

0.56; df = 3, 99; P-:7·05).

S.ince no significant differences were det-ermined

i.tl

the mean scores of the stances of the principals of the
four socio-economic school categories, no significant patterns or trends were expected to be found.
However an examination of the treated data in table
64, presenting the means and standard deviations of the
stances on community participation in local school affairs
of principals, grouped by principal reported socio-economic
status of school, revealed some interesting relationships.
Principals of

high~socio-economic

played most of the lo'l;est

status schools

(11 dis-

scores for stances or. the various

a$pect.s of corr.muni ty participation sxa:rnined in ·t:1G

present study,
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(2) held no mean score for stanceshigher than

"Undecided," { 3) showed rejection of cornmuni ty participation at the theoretical level, in contrast to all other
principals groups that showed indecision,

(4) indicated dis-

sa·tisfaction with the practice of community participation
in local school affairs,

(here they were joined by the prin-

cipals of the low socio-economic status schools}, and (5)
registered indecision regarding the educational and non-educational bases for the justification of community participation in local school affairs, in contrast to all other principals groups that indicated agreement in both instances.
History of Local School-Community and
District-Community Situation
The fourth background variable considered for possible influence on the stances of the respondent groups on
community participation in local school affairs was the history of the school-conununity and district-community situation
variable.

Four categories of local situations were explorad:

uneventful, explosive, vdth

ups-and-dm~rns,

and constructive.

How did the history of the loqal situation affect
the respondents and the respondents' stances on the various
aspects of community participation in lo?al school affairs
examined in the present study?

Should one expect adminis-

trators with a hist:ory of school-community and districtcomrnuni ty unrest to score higher in acceptance of community
participation in local school affairs, because of an attitudinal mind-set to cater more carefully to a disgruntled

community?
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Or should one expect administrators with a his-

tory of constructive school-community endeavors to score
higher as a result of successful and rewarding experiences?
To test for significant differences in the stances
on community participation in local school affairs of the
principals of the four local school-community situations
identified, a one way analysis of variance procedure was
applied to the variables.

In examining the treated data,

no significant F ratios were observed for difference in
the mean scores of the stances of the principals of the
four local school-community situations relative to (1)

the

theory of community participation in local school affairs
(F

= 1.24;

df

=

p~.OS),

3, 99;

and (2) the non-education-

al bases for the justification of community participation

=

in the affairs of the local schools (F

2.57; df

=

3, 99;

p :;.:.- .05).

However, significant F ratios were observed for
difference in the mean scores of the stances of principals
of the four local school-cOinrnunity situations relative to
'

(1) the practice of community participation in local school
affairs (F

= 5.52;

df

= 3,

~9;

p

~ ~01),

(2) the educational

bases for the justification of community participation in
local school affairs {F

=

4.74; df

=

3, 99;

p~

.01),

(3) the

crucial role of the principal in the implementation of community participation in local school affairs (F

=

3.76; df

3, 99: p <:: .05), and (4) the supportive. role of the School
Board and central adminis'cration in the' implementation of

=
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community participation in local school affairs (F
df

=

=

2.77;

3, 99; p<..OS).
An examination of table 65, presenting data on the

means and standard deviations of the stances of principals,
grouped by description of local-community situation, on community participation in local school affairs, indicated
some interesting patterns:
1.

There wa_s a positive relationship observed be-

tweenthe principals' assessments of the local school-community situation as constructive and their stances on the six
aspects of community participation in local school affairs.
Compared to all other mean scores, the mean scores for the
stances of the principals in the constructive category were
the highest (see table 65) .
2.

The principals of the constructive category ex-

pressed agreement with the description of the role of the
principal as crucial in the implementation of programs of
community participation in local school affairs, in contrast
to all"other principals who expressed indecision on the subject.
3.

The principals of the constructive category held

the highest mean score for

st~nce

on the current practice

of community participation in the affairs of local schools,
corresponding to the "Undecided" category.

All other prin-

cipals expressed disagreement with the current· practice.
4.

In contrast to all other principal groups who

expressed reservation, the principals of the-constructive

r·
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category expressed agreement with the educational bases for
the justification of comnunity participation in local school
affairs.
5.

The principals of the explosive category express-

ed strong disagreement regarding the role of the School
Board and central administration as supportive in the implementation of community participation in local school affairs,
in contrast to all other principals groups that registered
plain disagreement.
6.

The principals of the uneventful category held

the lm·1est mean score for stance on the theory of ccrn.muni ty
participation in local school affairs, corresponding to the
"Disagree" category of the Likert scale, in contrast to all
other principals groups that expressed indecision.
In considering the above mentioned indications of
a positive relationship between the constructive category
and the stances of the principals, one might reason that
the constructive situation was influencing the stances, or
that the more positive stances were influencing the situation to become construc·ti ve.

The 'l.vri ter, however, could

not reach any definite conclusion, in view of the fact that
the principals of the constructive

category~-cornprising

45 percent. of all principals in the sample--were still displaying mean scores for stances on the theory and practice
of community participa.tion ln local school affairs that
indicated strong reservations.
To test for significant differences· in the stances
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on communi·ty participation in local school affairs of the
district superintendents of the four local district-community
situations

identified,

a one way analysis of variance

procedure was applied to the data of the variables.

In

exa...-rnining the treated data, no significant F ratios were
observed for difference in the mean scores of the stances
of the district superintendents of the four district-communi·ty

situations relative to (1) the theory of community par-

ticipation in local school affairs (F
p;:::::.-.05),

=

1.62; df

=

3, 12;

(2} the current practice of cmnmunity participa:--

=

tion in local school affairs (F

=

0.83; df

3, 12; p

'?"'

.05),

(3) the educational bases fo:t· the justification of community
participation in local
12; p

7

.05),

school affairs (F

=

2.46; df

=

3,

(4) the non-educational bases for the justifi-

cation of community participation in local school affairs
(F = 1.33; df = 3, 12;

p~

.05),

(5) the role of the prin-

cipal in the implementation of comr.mnity participation in
local school affairs {F

=

0.81; df

=

3. 12; p :>- .05), and

(6) the role of the School Board and central administration
in the implementation of community participation in local
school affairs (F

=

0.16; df

=

3, 12; P> .05).

An examination of the treated data in table 66,
presenting the means and standard deviations of the stances
of district superintendents, grouped by

th~

description of

the history of local district-community situation, on comrnunity participation in local school affairs, revealed that
district superintendents of the constructive district-
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community situation, just like the principals of the same
category, displayed mean scores for stances on all aspects
of participation examined that were consistently higher
than those of the other district superintendent groups.
To test for significant differences in the stances
on community participation in local school affairs of the
local school council leaders of the four local school-community situations iden_tified, a one way analysis of variance
procedure was applied to the variables.

In examining the

treated data, no significant F ratios were observed for difference in the mean scores of the stances of local school
council leaders of the four school-community situations
relative to (1) the theory of community participation in
local school affairs (F

=

0.80; df

=

3, 59; p

~

.05),

(2) the educational bases for the justification of comnur.ity
participation in local school affairs
59i

p~

.05),

(3) the

(F

non-education~l

=

0.73; df

=

1.14; df

= 3,

59; p

~

3,

bases for the justifi-

cation of community participation in local school
(F

=

aff~irs

.05), and (4) the role of the

principal in the implementation of community participation
in local school affairs (F

= 1.11;

= 3,

df

59; p

~

.05).

Hmvever, significant F ratios vlere observed for differences in the mean scores of the stances of local school
council leaders of the four identified

school-co~nunity

situations relative to (1) the practice of community partieipation in local school affairs {F

=

6.28; df

=

3, 59;

p..:::::. .01), and (2) the role of the School Board and central
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administration in the implementat.ion of community participation in local school affairs

(F

=

4.00; df=3, 59; p...::::::. .05).

An examination of table 67, presenting the means and
standard deviations of the stances on community participation in local school affairs of the local school council
leaders, grouped by description of the history of local
school-community situation, indicated that (1) the local
school council leaders of the uneventful and explosive
school-corununity situations were expressing stronger dissatisfaction with the current practice of community participRtion in local school affairs than the other two groups, and
(2) the local school council leaders group of the construetive school-community situation was the only community
group that assessed the current participation practice as
satisfactory.
An examination of the treated data in tables 68
through 73, displaying the means and standard deviations
of the stances of principals, district superintendents and
local school council leaders of the four identified schoolcommunity and district-community situations on all six aspects of participation examined in the present study, revealed some interesting relationships:
1.

All mean scores for stances of the principals

of the constructive school-community situation, on all aspects of participation examined, were consistently higher
than the mean scores of the principals of the other schoolcornmuni ty situations.
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2.

All mean scores for stances of the district

superintendents

of

the constructive district-community

situation were consistently higher than the mean scores for
stances of the district superintendents

of the other three

district-community situations, on all six aspects of participation examined.
3.

All mean scores of the stances of local school

council leaders of the constructive and with ups-and-do\vns
school-community situations, on all aspects of participation
examined, were consistently higher than the mean scores of
the principals and district superintendents groups.
4.

The mean scores of the stances of local school

council leaders of the uneventful and explosive schoolcommunity situations, on all aspects of participat.ion exawined, except on the current practice of participation and
tha supportive role of the School Board and central administration, were higher than the mean scores of the stances of
the principals and district superintendent groups of the
same situations.
Sex of the Respondents
The fifth variable examined for possible influence
on the stances of the respondent groups was the sex of the
respondents variable.

Recent Chicago Board of Education sta-

tistics shmved that the community selection process of principals, an important aspect of the practice of corrmmnity
participation in the Chicago public schools, had favored
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the appointment of male principals.

A great eeal had also

been said and written on the differing male and female perspectives of school administrators, while much had been
voiced on the subject of male and female local school council leadership.
To test for significant differences in the stances
on community participation in local school affairs of principals, district superintendents, and local school council
leaders, a one way analysis of variance procedure was applied
to the variables.

In examining the treated data, no signifi-

cant F ratios were observed for difference in the mean
scores of the stances of male and female principals relative
to (1) the theory of community participation in local school
affairs

(F

=

=

0.09: df

1, 102; p >

.05),

p:r.:act:Lc(.~

(2) the

of community participation in local school affairs
df = 1, 102; p

~

.05),

(F = 0. 0 {!;

(3l the educational bases for the jus-

tification of community participation in local school affairs

(F

=

0.52; df

=

1, 102; P> .05),

(4) the non-educational

bases for the justification of community participation in
local school affairs

(F

:=

0. 81; df == 1, 102; p

~

• 05),

(5) the crucial role of the principal in the implementation
of comJrmni ty participation in local school affairs (F
df

=

1, 102; p

~

.OS), and

(6}

=

0. 4 6;

the supportive role of the

School Board and central administration in· the irnplementation of community participation in loca 1 scl1qol affairs
(F

=

0.03; df

=

1, 102; p ;;:-- .05).

No significant F ratios were observed for difference
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in the mean scores of the stances of male and female district superintendents relativeto (1) the theory of community participation in local school affairs (F
14; p >.OS),

=

0.00; df

= 1,

{2} the practice of community participation

in local school affairs (F

=

0.36; df 1, 14; p

~.OS},

(3) the educational bases for the justification of community participation in local school affairs {F
14; p >.OS),

(4}

th~

=

0.19; df

=

1,

non-educational bases for ·the justifi-

cation of community participation in local school affairs
(F

=

0.51; df

=

1, 14; p ::::=- .OS},

(S) the role of the 9rin-

cipal in the implementation of community participation in
local school affairs (F

=

1.90; df

=

1, 14; p

~

.05), and

(6} the role of the School Board and central administration
in the implementation of programs of community participation
in local school affairs (F

=

0.01; df

=

1, 14; p :;> .05).

There were also no significant F ratios observed
for difference in the mean scores of the stances of male
and female local school council leaders relative to the
( 1.)

the theory of community participation in local school

affairs (F

=

1.71; df

= 1,

61; p

.OS),

7

(2} the practice

of community participation in local school affairs (F
df

= 1,

61; p

7

.05),

= 2.99;

(3) the educational bases for the jus-

tification of community participation in local sc!'lool affairs
{F

=

2. 76; df

=

1, 61; p :::;:-- .05},

(4) the non-educational

bases for the justification of community participation in
local school affairs (F :: 3. 70; df

=

1, 61; p ::::- .05), and

(5) the role of the principal in the implementation of corr.mu-
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nity participation in local school affairs (F

df

=

1, 61; p

~.OS).

=

0.01;

There was, however, a significant F

ratio observed for difference in the mean scores of the
stances of male and female local school council leaders in
regard to the role of the School Board and central administration in the implementation of community participation in
local school affairs (F

=

6. 71; df

=

1, 61; p <::..OS),. w:Lth

the female respondents holding the higher score, correspending to the "Undecided" category of the Likert scale.
From the above findinqs, the conclusion was dra\vn
that sex, as a background variable, had no significant influence on the stances of the principals and district superintendents, but some influence on the stances of local leaders.
An examination of the treated data in table 74, displaying mean scores and standard deviations of the stances
of male and female principals on community participation .in
local school affairs, indicated that the mean scores of the
stances of female principals were in most instances slightly
lower than the mean scores of the stances of male principals.
Female principals were also observed to hold mean scores for
stances on the theory of community participation in local
school affairs that corresponded to the "Disagree" category
of the Likert scale, while the male principals held mean
scores for stances on the theory of participation that indicated indecision.
Table 7S, displaying the mean scores and standard
deviations of the stances of male and female district

p
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superintendents on community participation in local school
affairs, indicated that male district superintendents, more
than the female, regarded the role of the principal as
crucial in the implementation of community participation in
local school affairs.
An examination of table 75, displaying the means

and standard deviations of the stances of male and female
local school council leaders on community participation in
local school affairs, indicated that (1) the majority of
local school council leaders were female,

(2) the female

local school council leaders rated the current practice of
community participation in local school affairs higher than
the male local school council leaders, and (3) the male
local school council leaders rated the role of the School
Board and central administration as unsupportive, in contrast to the female local school council leaders who expressed indecision on the subject.
To further examine the stances of principals on community participation in local school affairs, male and
female principals were classified according to the racialethnic composition of the school administered, and personal
racial-ethnic backgrounds (see tables 77 through 83}.
such classification ten unique groups were obtained.

From
In

examining the treated data in tables 77 through 83, presenting the means and standard deviation of the stances of male
and female principals,of Black and Caucasian backgrounds,
administe~ing

Caucasian, Black, Hispanic and Integrated
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schools, on community participation in local school affairs,
the following observations were made:
1.

Among all principals groups, female Caucasian

principals in Hispanic schools held the lowest mean score
for stance on the theory of community participation in local
school affairs, corresponding to the "Disagree" category
of the scale
2.

(sea table 77).
Among al-l principals groups, male Caucasian

principals of Black schools held the highest mean score for
stance on the theory of community participation in local
school affairs, corresponding to the "Undecided" category
of the scale {see table 77).
3.

Among all principals groups, male Caucasian

~p:cin~·

cipals in Caucasian schools, and female Black principals in
Black schools held the two lowest mean scores for stances
on the current practice of community participation in loc:::.l
school affairs, corresponding to the "Disagree" category of
the scale.

All other principals groups held meah scores for

stances corresponding to the "Undecided" category of the
scale (see table 78).
4.

Male and female Caucasian principals in Cauca-

sian schools, and female Caucasian principals in Black
schools were the only principals groups expressi::1g reserva-tions on the overall bases and on the non-educational bases
for the justification of community participation in local
school affairs.

All other groups of principals expressed

definite agreement (see tables 79 and 81) .

p

(F

=
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0.26; df = 3, 100; !)

>

.05),

(5)

the crucial role of

the principal in the im,?lementa·tion of community participa-

=

tion in local school affairs (P

2.63; df

~

3, 100; p:>.05),

and {6) the supportive role of the School Board and central
adr.linistration in the implementation of community particination in local school affairs {F

=

1.56; df = 3, 100;

o::::.:--.05}.

There were also no significant F ratios observed for
difference in the mean scores of the stances of the district
superintendents of the two racial-ethnic backgrounds relati ve to

(1)

the theory of community participa·tioil in local

scl1ool affairs (F
current practice
affairs (F

=

=

0.44; df

of.comn~nity

0.36; df

=

=

3, 13; p >

.05),

{2)

the

participation in local scho8l

3, 12; p

~

.05),

(3}

the educational

bases for the justification of community participation in
local sc!lool affairs

(F = 0. 74; df = 3, 12; p ::> .05),

(4)

Jche

non-educational bases for the justification of community
participation in local school affairs (F: 0.36; df
12; p ::::>-- • 05),

= 3,

{5) the crucial role of the principal in the

implementation of community particiJ?ation in local sc:hool
affairs (F

=

0.47; df = 3, 12; p

""7" .•

05), and (6) the supper-

tive role of the School Board and central administration in
the implementation of community participation in local
school affairs (F

=

0.39; df

=

3, 12; p

~

.05).

In view of the above findings, the conclusion was
dravin that the

racial-et~nic

backgrounds of

t~e

administra·-

tors had no si9nificant inflnence on the stances on cornrmmi ty
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participation in local sctool affairs of the administrators.
An examination of table 34, containing the mean
scores and standard deviations of the stances on
participation in local school affairs of

con~unity

prin~ipals

of Cauca-

sian, Black, Hispanic and Other racial-ethnic backgrounds,
indicated that the highest mean scores for stances of all
principals groups were in relation to

t~e

educational and

non-educational bases for the justification of community
participation in local school affairs, \•Thile the lmvest mean
scores for stances were in relation to the current oractice
of participation, and the role of the School Board and central administration in the participation practice.
An examination of table 85, presenting the mean
scores and standard deviations of the stances on cornmuni ty
participation in local school affairs

ot

district superin-

tendents of Caucasian and Black racial-ethnic backgrounds,
indicated that (1) Black district superintendents held mean
scores for stances,on all aspects of participation examined,
that were consistently higher than the mean scores for
stances of Caucasian district superintendents,

(2) Cauca-

sian district superintendents displayed two of the lowest
mean scores for stances, on the current practice of co~uunity participation in local school affairs, and on the suppertive role of the School Board and central administration in
the implementation of com:fl:'.ur:i ty participation in local
·
·
,_~o t1e
h
"D 1sagree
·
" ca_t-e
school affa1rs,
both correspor: d 1ng

gory of the Likert scale,

(3) Black district superintendents
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displayed three of the highest mean scores for stances, all
corresponding to the "Agree" category of the scale, on the
educational and non-educational bases for the justification
of community participation in local school affairs, and on
the crucial role of the principal in the implementation of
community participation in local school affairs,

{4) though

both Caucasian and Black district superintendents expressed
indecision on the theory of community participation in local
school affairs, the Caucasian district superintendents appeared to have greater reservations, and (5) Caucasian district superintendents assessed the role of the School Board
and central administration in the implementation of community participation in local school. affairs as unsatisfactory,
while Black district superintendents, with a slightly higher
mean score, indicate very strong reservations.
Years of Service in the
Administrative Field
The seventh background variable examined was concerned with the years of service in the administrative field
of principals, and the objective was to determine whether
there was a

relations~ip

between the principals' years of

service in the administrative field and their stances on
the various aspects of community participation in local
school affairs exami:n.ed in the present study.

Should one

expect veteran princip.:.ls of "oJ d persuasior:s" to have differ~'.mt

vie•.vs on. community participation in local school affairs

than the younger principals, some of whom entered the field
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through the corrununi.ty selection process?
Principals were classified into three categories
according to the year of entry into the administrative
field, as follows:

1951 to 1960, 1961 to 1970. and 1971 to

1975.
To test for

si~nificant

differences in the stances

on cornntunity participation in local school affairs of the
principals of the three categories, the analysis of variance
procedure was applied to the variables.
In inspecting the treated data, no significant F
ratios were observed for difference in the mean scores of
the stances of principals of the three different categories
of length of service in the administrative field relative
to ( 1) the t:heory of community participation in local
school affairs (F

=

0.27; df

=

2, 100; p /" .05),

(2) the

current practice of community participation in the affairs
of the local schools (F

~

0.35; df

=

2, 100; p

.05),

the educa.tional bases for the justifica·tion of communit·l

( '3)

participation in local school affairs (F
p

~

~

.05),

=

0.85; df

=

2, lOO;

(4) the non-educational bases for the justifica-

tion of community participation in local school affairs
(F

=

0.36; df

=

2, 100; p

7

.05), and (5) the supportive

role of the School Board and central administration in the
implementation of conmmnity participation in local school
affairs (F

=

0. 90; df

"==

2, 100; p ;:=r • 05) .

However there

was a significant F ratio identified for difference in the
mean scores for stances of principals relative to the crucial

r
r
•
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role of principal in the implementation of

ipation in local school affairs (F
p

~.OS),

=

co~~unity

3.05; df

=

partie-

2, 100;

with the 1971 to 1975 group of principals holding

the highest mean score for stance.
In view of the above findings, the observation was
made that the length of experience in the administrative
field had some significant influence on the stances of the
principals on community participation in local school affairs.
An examination of the treated data in table 86, displaying the mean scores and standard deviations of the
stances on community participation in local school affairs
of principals with various lengths of experience in the
administrative field, pointed to some interesting findings:
1.

The greatest range of disagreement among the

three categories of principals was in the stances on {a)
the crucial role of the principal in the implementation of
community participation in local school affa.irs, with the
1971 to 1975 category of principals agreeing that the role
of the principal was crucial, while the other principals
groups remained undecided on the subjectr and (b) the supportive role of the School Board and ce.ntral administration
in the implementation of community participation in local
school affairs, with the 1971 to 1975 category of principals
holding the lm-:es·t mean score for stance within the "Dis~gree"

category of the scale.
2.

The highest agreement among the three categories

r
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of principals was

in the stances on the theory and on the

current: practice of communiJcy participation in iocal school
affairs, with all mean scores for stances, of all principals
groups falling in the "Undecided" category of the Likert
scale.

3.

The 1971 to 1975 category of principals indi-

cated agreement with the educational and non-educational
bases for the justification of community participation in
local school affairs, in contrast to the other principals
groups that expressed indecision on the subject.
As such, the observation was made that the 1971 to
1975 category of principals, though not quite convinced on
the subject of community participation in local school
affairs, and very critical of the unsupport'ive role of the
School Board and central administration in this area, appeared believing in (a) the educational and non-educational
bases for the justification of community participation in
local school affairs, and (b) the role o;f the principal
as crucial in the implementation of programs of community
participation in local school affairs.
Method of Principal Certification and
Principal Selection Procedures
The eighth background variable examined dealt with
the method of principal certification and principal selection procedures.

Since the new certification procedure

coincided with the new selection procedure, both were
treated together.

(For the definitions of the principal
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certification and selection procedures see pages

4~

and 41.)

Principals were separated into two categories, representing the two different methods of principal certification and principal selection procedures, the old method and
the new method.

The objective was to determine whether the

method of principal certification and selection procedure
had any significant effect on the stances of the principals
relative to community participation in local school affairs.
Should one expect principals, assigned under the new certification and selection procedures, based on the concept of the
"new breed of principals," as former Chicago School Superintendent James F. Redmond had often stressed, to have higher
mean scores for stances on community participation .in local
school affairs than the other principals assigned under the
old method of certification and selection procedures?
To test for significant differences in the stances
on community participation in local school affairs of the
principals of the two identified categories, the analysis
of variance procedure was applied to the variables.
An examination of the treated data showed no significant F ratios for difference in the mean scores of the
stances of principals of the two categories, representing
the t\vO methods of principal certification. and principa.l
selection procedures, relative to (l)the theory of conununity
participation in local school affairs (F
p >

.05},

=

0.16; df

=

1, 102;

(2) the current pract.ice of community participa-

tion in local school affairs

(F

=

0.38; df

=

1, 102;
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p > . 0 5) ,

(3) the educational bases for the justification

of

co~~unity

df

=

participation in local school affairs (F

1, 102; p :::> .05),

(4) the non-educational bases for

con®unity participation in local school affairs (F
df

=

= 1.55;

=

0.94;

1, 102; p:::> .05), and (5) the supportive role of the

School Board and central administration in the irnplementation of community participation in local school affairs
(F

=

1.21; df

= 1,

102; p >

.05).

However, there v1as a sig-

nificant F ratio observed for difference in the mean scores
cf the stances of principal$ of the two categories under
examination relative to the crucial role of the principal
in the implementation of comnmnity participation in local
school affairs (F = 7.25; df = 1, 102; p.O:::::.Oi), •tJith the
new rnethod principals group holding a higher mean score for
stance.
'rhe examination of Table 87, containing data en the
mean scores and standard deviations of the stances on community participation in local school affairs of the two
groups of principals, corresponding to the two methods of
principal certification and principal selection procedures,
indicated the following:
1.

Both groups of principals held mean scores for

stances on the theory and on the current practice of community participation in local school affairs that indicated
uncertain·ty.
2.

The mean scores for stances of both groups of

principals indicated definite disagreement with the descrip-

,,
r

r:.

-

-

.
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tion of the role of the School Board and central administra-

tion as supportive in the inplementation of community partieipation in local school affairs.
3.

Both groups of principals held nean scores for

stances that indicated agreement with the non-educational
bases for the justification of community participation in
the affairs of the local schools.

4.

The prinpipals group of the old method category

held mean scores for stances on the educational bases for the
justification of community participation in local school
affairs that expressed reservations, in contrast to the
principals group of the new method that held mean scores
for stances expressing agreement.
5.

The

disagreement between the two groups of

principals was significant in regard to the role of the
principal as crucial in the implementation of comn1unity
participation in local school affairs, with the new method
principals group acknowledging t.he role as crucial, while
the old method principals group was remaining undecided on
the issue.
As such, one could state that the new method group
of principals, though not yet persuaded on the theory and
on the current practice of participation, and critical of
the unsupportive role of the School Board and central
administration in this area, appeared convinced of the
educational and non-educational bases for the justification
of community participation in local school

affairs~

and of

,
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An examination of the treated data showed no significant F ratios for difference in the mean scores of the
stances of principals of the four different categories of
aspirations in relation to {1) the theory of community par-

=

ticipation in local school affairs { F
p

>

.05)

(2)

1

=

1.89; df

4, 98; p

~

~

.05),

the educational bases for the justification of commu-

=

nity participation in local school affairs (F
df

98;

41

the current pract:ice of community participa-

tion in local school affairs {F
(3)

=

1.78; df

=

4 1 98;

p~

.05)

1

1.31;

(4) the non-educational bases for the

justification of community participation in local school
affairs {F

=

1.60; df

=

41

98; p

~

.05)

1

(S)

the crucial

role of the principal in the implementation of community
participation in local school affairs (F
p

~.OS},

=

1.6S; df

=

4, 98;

and (6) the supportive role of the School Board

and central administration in the implementation of community participation in local school affairs (F
98; p

":;>'

•

=

0.43; df

= 4,

OS).

There were also no significant F ratios identified
for difference in the mean scores of the stances of district superintendents of the four different categories of
administrative aspirations in relation to (1) the theory
of community participation in local school affairs
df=3 1 11; p ::::>'".OS),

= O.OOi

(2) the current practice of community

participation in local school affairs
p :;::.-- . OS),

(F

(F

= 0.26;

df

=

3, 11;

(3) the educationa.l bases for the justification

of comrnuni ty participation in the affairs of the local
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schools

(F

= 0.23;

df

=

3, 11; p> .05),

(4) the non-educa-

tional ba.ses for the justification of community participation in the affairs of the local schools (F
11; p :;:;-- .05),

(5)

=

0.10; df

= 3,

the crucial role of the principal in the

implementation of community participation in local school
affairs (F = 0.33; df = 3, 11; p ::;::::- .05), and (6) the supportive role of the School Board and central administration
in the implementation of community participation in the
affairs of the local schools (F

=

0.37; df

= 3,

11;

p~

.05}.

In vie1...r of the above findings, the observation v1as
made that administrative aspirations and plans for the
future did not appear to have any significant influence on
the stances of the administrators on communit.y participation
in local school affairs.
However, an examination of

tabl~

88, containing the

mean scores and the standard deviations of the stances of
princip.::tls, grouped by aspirations· and plans for the future,
and of table 89, containing the mean scores and standard
deviations of the stances on community participation in
local school affairs of district superintendents, also
grouped by aspirations and plans for the future, indicated
the following:
1.

The groups of principals indicating a desire

to remain principals or to move higher displayed mean scores
for stances on the theory and on the practice of community
participation in local school affairs that corresponded
to the "Undecided" category of the scale.
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2.

The groups of principals that indicated a desire

to move out of the administrative field or to retire in the
next five years displayed mean scores for stances on the
theory and on the practice of cornmuni ty participation in
local school affairs that showed definite disagreement.
3.

All four categories of principals found the

role of the School Board and central administration in the
implementation of comn1unity participation in local school
affairs unsupportive.

Indeed, the principals group indi-

cating a desire to move out of the administrative field
found such role very unsupportive.
4.

The principals group aspiring to move higher

agreed with the description of the role of the principal
as crucial in the implementation of. community participation
in local school affairs.

In contrast, all other groups of

principals remained undecided on the subject.
5.

The principals groups indicating a desire to

remain principals or to move higher displayed mean scores
for stances on the educational and non-educational bases
for the justification of community participation in local
school affairs that indicated acceptance.

In contrast,

the principals groups indicating a desire to move out of
the administrative field or to retire in the next five years
displayed mean scores for stances that indicated indecision.
6.

There were no district superintendents planning

to retire in the next five years, as there were no district
superintendents indicating a desire to move out of the
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administrative field.

7.

The group of district superintendents indicating

a desire to remain district superintendents rated the role
of the School Board and central administration in the implement.ation of conlrnuni ty participation in local school affairs
as unsupportive.

In cont:r.·ast, the group of district super-

intendents indicating a desire to move higher expressed
indecision on the subject.
8.

Generally~

the district

~uperintendents

group

aspiring to move higher held mean scores for stances on all
aspects of corn.i1lUni ty participation in local school affairs
examined in the present study that were higher than the
nean scores of stances of the district superintendents
group indicating a desire to remain district superintendents.
As such, one might observe that administrative
aspirations and plans for the future do influence, though
not to any significant degree, the stances on com:rr.unii:y
participation in local school affairs of the administrators, both principals and district superintendents.

Identified Patterns
'I'he purpose of examining a number of demographic
variables of the respondents and of the school-communities
was to determine whether a pattern and/or a trend was evident between these variables and the stances of the respondents on t.he selected aspects of com.1mnity participation in
local school affairs under investigation in the present

299
study.
A number of observations were made in the present
section on the variations in the identified stances of the
respondent groups in relationship to the various background
variables.

Some of the observations reported were substan-

tiated by statistical analysis techniques, such as the analysis of variance procedure and the Newman-Keuls test.
Others were the result of a careful examination and comparison of the treated data by the researcher.

In the following

summary list only the findings substantiated by statistical
analysis techniques were presented:
1.

Significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the stances of the Principals and the local school council groups in each of the
four racial-ethnic school classifications (Caucasian, Black,
Hispanic and Integrated), . {a) on the theory of community
participation in local schoo1 affairs, and (b) on the educational bases for the justification of community par-ticipation in local school affairs.

In all instances, the local

school council leaders groups display·ed higher mean scores
for stances.
2.

A significant difference, at the .05 level of

significance, was identified in the stances of the principals
and the local school council leaders groups of the Hispanic
racial-ethnic school classification on the current practice
of community parti::::ipa tion in the affairs of loce.l schools.
The local school council leaders group,displaying a higher

,.

,,
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mean score for stance, indicated satisfaction with the current participation practice, while the principals group,
displaying a lower mean score for stance, indicated definite
reservations on the subject.
3.

No significant differences were identified, at

the .05 level of significance, in the stances of the principals and the local school council leaders groups within the
Caucasian, Black and Integrated racial-ethnic school classifications on the current prnctice of community participation in local school affairs.

All groups of respondents

displayed mean scores for stances that indicated either
reservabions or dissatisfaction with the current participation practice.
4.

Significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the stances of the principals and the local school council leaders groups of Caucasian, Hispanic, and Integrated racial-ethnic school claszifications on the non-educational bases for the justification
of com•·nuni ty participation in loca,l school affairs.

The

local school council leaders groups held mean scores for
stances displaying a higher degree of agreement than the
mean scores for stances of the principals groups.
5.

No significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance were identified in the stances of the principals
and the local school council leaders groups of the Black
racial-ethnic school classification on the non-educational
bases for the justification of community participat.ion in
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local school affairs.
6.

Significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the stances of the principals and the local school council leaders groups on all
a3pects of community participation in local school affairs
investigated in the present study.

In every instance, the

local school council leaders group displayed higher mean
scores for stances.
7.

No significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the stances of the principals groups of the four racial-ethnic school classifications
{Caucasian, Black, Hispanic, and Integrated) on any of the
selected aspects of participatio,n under investigation in the
present study,

~eE!:_

on the non-educational bases for the

justification of community participation in local school
affairs,where a significant difference, at the .05 level. of
significance, was observed in the stances of the principals
groups of the Caucasian and Integrated racial-ethnic school
classifications.

Here the principals group of the Caucasian

schools classification held a lower mean score for stance,
indicating reservations on the subject, while the principals
group of the Integrated schools

classi~ication

held a higher

mean score for stance, indicating definite agreement with
the subject.
8.

Significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the stances of the local
school council leaders groups as follows:
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a.

In the Integrated and Caucasian racial-

ethnic school classifications, on the theory of community participation in local school affairs, and on
the educational bases for the justification of community participation in local school affairs.

(The

local school council leaders group of the Integrated
schools classification displayed higher mean scores
for stances, indicating definite acceptance in both
instances, while the local school council leaders
group of the Caucasian schools classification displayed lower mean scores for stances, indicating
reservations and a lesser degree of acceptance.)
b.

In the Hispanic racial-ethnic school

classification and each of the other racial-ethnic
school classifications, on the practice of cor:mmnity
participation in local school affairs.

(The local

school council leaders group of the Hispanic schools
classification displayed the highest mean score for
stance, indicating definite acceptance of the current participation practice, while the local school
council leaders groups of all other racial-ethnic
school classifications displayed mean scores for
stances indicating reservations on
c.

th~

subject.)

In the Integrated racial-ethnic school

classification and each of the other racial-ethnic
school classifications, on the non-educational bases
for the justification of community participation in
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(The local school council
local school affairs.

leaders group of the Integrated schools classification displayed the highest mean score for stance,
indicating strong agreement with the non-educational
bases for the justification of community participation in the affairs of the local schools, while all
other groups held mean scores for stances indicating
some agreenent.)
9.

The most persistEnt disagre(-::::nents (vli th signifi-

cant differences identified at the .05 level of significance)
bet~veen

the stances of the principals and the stances of

the local school council leaders groups, of all racialethnic school classifications under consideration, were
found to be on the theory of community participation in
local school affairs, and on the educational and non-educational bases for the justification of community participation in the affairs of the local schools.
10.

The fewer disagreements (with fewer instances

of significant differences at the .05 level of significance)
between the stances of the principals and the stances of the
local school council leaders groups, of all racial-ethnic
school classifications under consideration, were found to be
on the current practice of community participation in local
school affairs, and on the supportive role of the School
Board and central administration in the implementation of
com..-·nunity participation in the affairs of the local schools.
In view of the findings described in entries one
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through ten above, significant patterns were identified in
the stances on community participation in local school
affairs of the principals and the local school council
leaders in relat:ion to the racial-ethnic student composition of the school variable.
11.

No significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the mean scores for stances
of principals of the three types of schools--identified as
K through 6, K through 8, and regular high--on any of the
aspects of community participation in local school affairs
under e:xamin.atjon in the present study.

Hence, no signifi-·

cant patterns or trends were identified in the stances on
community participation in local school affairs of the
principals in relation to the type of school variable.
12.

No significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the mean scores of the
stances of principals of the four socio-economic school
categories--identified as high, average, low, and very low-on any of the aspects of community participation in local
school affairs under examination in the present study.
Hence, no significant patterns or trends were identified
in the stances of the principals in relation to the socioeconomic status of the school variable.
13.

Significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the meari scores of the
stances of the four categories of local school-conununity
situations--identified as uneventful, explosive, with ups·-

,.
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and-downs, and COllstructive--on (a) the current practice of
community participation in local school affairs,

(b) the

educational bases for the justification of community partieipation in local school affairs,

(c) the crucial role of the

principal in the implementation of community participation
in the affairs of the local school, and (d) the supportive
role of the School Board and central administration in the
implementation of community participation in local school
affairs.

The principals of the constructive local school-

community situation category displayed the highest mean
scores for stances in each case.

As such, the positive

relationship identified between the constructive school-·
com~unity

situation category and the stances of certain

groups of principals were indicative of a significant pattern.
14.

No significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the stances of the district
superintendents of the four local district-community situations--identified as uneventful, explosive, with ups-anddowns, and constructive--on any of the aspects of community
participation in local school affairs under examination in
the present study.

Hence, no significant patterns or trends

were identified in the stances cf the district superintendents in relation to the local district-community situation
variable.
15.

Significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the mean scores of the
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stances of the local school council leaders of the four
local school-conununity situations--identified as uneventful,
explosive, with ups-and-downs, and constructive--on (a) the
current practice of conm1unity participation in local school
affairs, and (b) the supportive role of the School Board
and .central administration in the implementation of commuI.

'"'
,.t
l'

nity participation in local school affairs.

The local

school council leaders group of the constructive schoolco~munity

category displayed the highest

stances in both cases.

mea~

scores for

Hence, a pattern was evident between

the local-school community situation variable and the
stances of the local school council leaders on participation.
16.

No significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the mean scores for stances
of (a) male and female principals,

(b) male and female dis-

trict superintendents, and {c) male and

f~rnale

local school

council leaders on any of the aspects of community participation in local school affairs under examination in the
present study.

Hence, no significant patterns or trends

were identified in the stances on community participation
in local school affairs of the respondents in relation to
the sex-of-the-respondent variable.
17.

No significant differer.ces, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the stances of principals
and district superintendents groups of the four racialethnic backgrounds--ident.ified as C3ucasian, Black, Hispanic,
and Other--on any of the aspects of community participation
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in local school affairs under investigation in the present
study.

Hence, no significant patterns or trends were identi-

fied in the stances on corr@unity participation in local
superinten~

school affairs of the principals and the district

dents in relation to the racial-ethnic background of the
respondent variable.
18.

No significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the stances of principals
groups with various lengths of experience in the administrative field--identified as the 1951 to 1960, 1961 to 1970,
and 1971 to 1975 lengths--on any of the aspects of

co~nunity

participation in local school affairs examined in the present study,

~

on the crucial role of the principal in

the implementation of community participation in local
school affairs, where a significant difference was observed,
at the .05 level of significance, with the principals of
the 1971 to 1975 category holding the highest mean score for
stance and indicating agreement on the subject.

Hence, some

pattern was identified in the stances on community participation in local school affairs of the principals in relation
to the years of service in the administrative field variable.
19.

No significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the mean scores for stances
of the principals of the two methods of principal cert{fication and principal selection procedure--identified as the
old method and the new method--on any of the aspects of
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coxrur,-:..lni ty participation under examination in the present
study,

~e,et.

on the crucial role of the principal in the

implementation of community participation in local school
affairs, where

d

significant difference, at the .05 level

of significance, was identified, with the principals group
of the new method category holding the highest :mean score
for stance, and indicating agreemnent on the subject.
Hence,

~ome

pattern was identified in the stances on com-

munity participation in local school affairs of the principals in rel~tion to the methods of ptincipal certification
and principal selection.variable.
20.

No significant differences, at the .05 level of

significance, were identified in the stances of principals
and district superintendents of the four categories of
administrators aspirations and plans for the future--identified as the (a) remain principal/remain
tendent (b) move higher,

district superin-

(c) move out of the administrative

field, and (d) retire in five years categories--on any
aspects of community participation under investigation in
the present study.

As such, no significant patterns or

trends were identified in the stances on community participation in local school affairs of principals and district
superintendents in relation to the aspirations for administrative advancement variable.

f
CHAPTER V

SUffi·'lARY, CONCLUSIONS,

H1PLICATIONS

AND RECOHl.VIENDATIONS

The objectives of the present chapter were threefold.

First, the reader was provided with a summary of the

substance of the study and the findings.

Next, conclusions

which might be derived from the study, and implications of
the findin•:rs were set forth.

Finally, recom..rnend.a·t.ions for

further research were proposed.
Surnmary
The Problem
•rhe importance of the study v1as establish0d (1) by
the persistence of the demand for meaningful lay involvement in the affairs of the local schools,

(2) by the

c~n

cern for the future of the Chicago School Board's mandatee
program for community part.icipation in the affairs of the
local schools, and ( 3) by the deepening awareness and grm·Iing acknoT:;lecgement of the crucial roles

(a) of the local

school administrator, as a facilitator or as an obstructionist, in the implementation of any programs of community
participation in the local school affairs, and (b) of the
school board and central administration, as supporters of
community participation in the affairs of the local school.::: .
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Purpose of the Study
The main purposes of the study were (1) to identify
the s·tances of selected Chicago public school principals on
the theory and on the current practice of community participation in the affairs of the local schools,

(2) to examine

the principals' stances on the role of the principal, the
School Board and central administration, and t!1e community
in the implementation of such

policy~

and ( 3) t.o compare

each of the principals' stances to the corresponding stances
of the district superintendents and local school council
leaders.
Selected demographic variables of administrators
and of school-corru--nunities v1ere also examined in order to
C.etermine whether a pattern and/or a trend was evident between these variables and the stances of the respondents.
The selected demographic variables were the follmving:
(a)

Racial-ethnic composition of the school

(b)

Type of school--K to 6, K to 8, regular high

(c)

Socio-economic status of the school

{d)

History oflocal school-co~~unity situation,
and districb-community situation

(e)

Sex of the respondents

(f)

Racial-ethnic background of the administrators

(g)

Years of service in the administrative field

(h)

Method of principal certification and principal
sel~ction procedures

( i)

Aspirations for administrative advancemel1t

p
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The cognitions and assessments of principals, recognized as most significant field practitioners in the implementation of community pa:r·ticipation in local school affairs,
were regarded to represent most cogent areas of inquiry in
realizing effective and efficient school community relations.
Such information was to provide helpful insights into the
principals' impact on the implementation of the participation policy, as well as into the possible causes of negative
impact.
The investigation of the stances of the district
superintendents and of the local school council leaders
promised to furnish further insights into the subject of
com•·nuni ty participation in local school affairs, by identifying and analyzing the contextual climate in which principals

operated, specifically by assessing (1)

the way super-

intendents and local school council leaders--a3 the significant others--vie-v;ed co:rmnuni ty participation in local school
affairs in theory and in practice, and {2) the way superintendents and local school council leaders evaluated the
roles of the principal, the School Board and central administration, and the local community in the implementation of a
policy of community participation in ·the affairs of the
local schools.
Recognizing that a high degree of agreement among
the participants on the major premises of a policy was essential for the successful implementation of such a policy,
any dichostasy among the three groupE" of respondents on the
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theory and practice of community participation, and on the
roles of the administrator, the School Board, and the community in the implementation of com;nunity participation in
local school affairs, would be indicative of the existence
of conflict arnond the three significant groups--a conflict
of either an overt or a covert nature.

The identification

of conflict and the possible sources of conflict were expected to provide assistance in gaining new insights for
the promotion of more positive interactions in the area of
community participation in local school affairs among the
three significant groups.
The findings were also expected to provide important
feedback to the School System's policy makers in the charting
of subsequent action, on the bases of the identified conditions, needs, assessments, and expectations.

Another expecta-

tion was that the findings of the study would be used as r8ference points by school boards, or higher institutions, in
the planning of pre-service and in-service professional programs in the area of community involvement in local school affairs, which would be more relevant and beneficial if planned
on the basis or real conditions, needs, and expectations.
Lastly, the expectation was that the findings of the
study might have a beneficial impact on the administrators,
both practicing and aspiring, who would be better able to
assess personal stands, and might serve as a guide to principals of

mo~e

traditional orientations. as well as to the

fast-moving, eager advocates of greater community invol.ve-
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ment in the affairs of the local school.
The Hypotheses
Six hypotheses were developed in order to test the
stances of principals, district superintendents, and local
school council leaders on the theory and on the current
practice of community participation in local school affairs,
and on the roles of the principal 1 the School Board and central administration, and the local com."Tlunity in the irnplementation of the participation policy:
1.

In their stances regarding- the theory of community
participation in the affairs of the local school,
there <,.rill be a significant difference among p:c:£.ncipals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.

2.

In their assessments of the workability of local
school councils in the practice of community par-ticipation in local school affairs, there will be
a significant difference among principals, district
superintendents, and local school council leaders.

3.

There will be a significant difference between
(1) the principals' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of cornrnunity partici-pation in local school affairs, (2) the district
superintendents' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of community pari:icipation in local school affairs, and (3) the local
school council leaders' stance on the theory and
their stance on the current practice of co~~unity
participation in local school affairs.

4.

There will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders regarding the bases on which they
accept or reject community participation in local
school affairs.

5.

In their assessments of the principal's crucial role
in the implementation of the policy of community
participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant difference among prin-

r

/

.
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cipals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.

.

6.

In their assessments of the Chicago School Board's
and the central administration's supportive role
in the implementation of the policy of cornmuni ty
participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.
The P:Locedure
The study consisted of the following phases:

(1) the review of the related literature and professional
research~

(2) the design of the study, and the development,

validation, and distribution of the Questionnaire instrument;

(3} the conduct of the interviews with a representative
sample of respondents;

(4) the analysis of the data--ut.i-

lizing (a) one and two way analyses of variance procedures
for unequal cell frequencies,

(b) analysis of variance with

one repeated measure, and (c) the

Newman~Keuls

Inethod; and

(5) the dravling of conclusions and recommendations.

A .05

level of significance was used for all analyses of the
study.
The Questionnaire of the study was mailed (1) to
128 randomly selected Chicago public school principals,
(2) to 128 local school council leaders, drawn from the
school communities of the selected school principals, and
(3) to all 25 district superintendents of the Chicago
Public School System.

There was an 81 percent Questionnaire
'

return from principals, a 69 percent return from district
superintendents, and a 55 percent return from local school

council leaders.
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Consequently, the final sample contained

104 principals, 63 local school council leaders, and 16 dis~

trict superintendents.
As previously stated, the findings reported in the
present study were generalized only to the district making
up the population of this research, namely Chicago.

To the

extent that other large cities contained chatacteristics similar to those of the Chicago sample, the findings might be
applicable ·to them.
Major Findings
Hvpot_hes is One
In their stances regarding the theory of com..rnunity
participation in the affairs of the local school,
there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.
The analysis of variance procedure indicated a significant difference, at the .01 level of significance, in
the stances of the respondent groups on the theory of com.mu·nity participation in the affairs of the local school.

As

such, Hypothesis One was accepted.
The Newman-Keuls test applied to the data indicated
that the differences were significant between the stances
of the local school council leaders group and each of the
t\,ro administrators groups.

Hmvever, no significant diffc·r-

ence was identified between the stances of the principals
group and the district superinten1ents group.
In regard to the four sub-areas of school affairs
examined, na1nely, Personnel, Curriculum, Policiss and

Proced~res,
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and Finance, the analysis of variance procedure

identified significant differences, at the .01 level of significance, in the stances of the respondent groups in each
of the four sub-areas.

Such findings supported Hypothesis

One.
The Newrnan-Keuls test applied to the data indicated
that there were significant differences in the stances of
the local school council leaders and the principals groups
in each of the sub-areas of participation, while the differences in the stances of the local school council leaders
and the district superintendents groups were significant
o:;.ly in the sub-areas of Personnel and

Finane~.

No signif-

icant differences were identified in the stances of the
principals and the district superintendents groups in any
of the four sub-areas of possible participation examined.
The significant difference in the stances of the
principals and the local school council leaders groups on
the theory of community participation in local school af·fairs was found to persist even when the stances of the
respondents were analyzed in relation to the racial-ethnic
student composition of the school variable.
Besides the lack of significant differences in the
stances of the t\-70 professional groups on tr1e theory of comnunity participation in local school affairs, and the cvidence of significant differences in the stances of the
local school council leaders group and each of the professional groups, treated data revealed that the local school
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council leaders group displayed a general acceptance at the
theoretical level of the notion of community participation
in local school affairs, with all mean scores corresponding
to the "Agree" category of the Likert scale, while the principals and district superintendents groups displayed a
lack of acceptance and reservations, with mean scores for
stances corresponding to the "Disagree" and "Undecided"
categories of the Likert scale.

Of importance was the find-

ing showing that of the two professional groups, the principals group displayed consistently lower mean scores for
stances on the theory of participation.
There were also significant differences revealed
in the mean scores for stances in the four sub-areas of
participation within each of the principals and district
superintendents groups--though such differences were contained within the boundaries of the "Disagree" and "Undecided" categories of the Likert

scale-·~wi th

the lm·Jest mean

score for stance, for both groups of administrators, in
the sub-area of Personnel, and the highest mean score for
stance i.n the sub-area of Finance.
The relatively high cohesiveness of the stances,
within each of the three respondent groups, displayed
through the small standard deviations, was verified through
the various analyses of the stances of each of the respondent groups in relation to the selected nine background
variables.

Such analyses, identifiyi.ng no significant

differences, at the .05 level of significance, in the

f
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stances of the

sub-group~within

the same respondent group

category, on the theory of comnmni ty participation in local
school affairs, pointed not only to a lack of influence of
the background variables on the stances of the respondents,
but to the high cohesiveness and consistency of the stances
within each of the three respondent groups under study.
!!YPothesis

T".-10

In their assessme~ts of the workability of local
school councils in the practice of community participation in local school affairs, there will be
a signific~nt difference among principals, district
superintendents, and local school council leaders.
The analysis of variance procedure applied to the
variables indicated a significant difference, at the .01
level of significance, in the stances of the respondent
groups on the current practice of

in local school affairs.

ccffiiT'~unity

participation

As such, Hypothesis Twc was ac-

cepted.
'l'he Newman.-Keuls test applied to the data indicc.ted
that the differences were significant between the stances
of the local school council leaders group, and each of the
two administrators groups.

However, no significant differ-

ence was identified between the stances of the principals
and the district superint.cndents groups.
In reg·ard to the six components of the participation
practice examined in the present study, the analysis of varia~ce

procedure identified significant differences, at the

.01 level cf significance, in the stances of the respondent
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groups relative to the Operation, Accomplishments, Firmi"1css,
and Future-with-Increase components.

No significant differ-

ences were identified in the stances of the respondent
groups relative to the Structure and the Future-as-Present
components, thus pointing to some agreement in the stances
of the respondents in the components of the participation
practice.
The Newman-Keuls test applied to the data, following
the significant F ratios, identified significant differences
in the stances of the local school council leaders group
and each of the two groups of administrators in each of
the four components of the participation practice mentioned
above.

No significant differences were identified in the

stances of the principals and the district superintendents
groups in any of the six components of the participation
practice.
The significant difference

in the stances of the

principals and the local school council leaders groups on
the cuxrent practice of community participation in local
school affairs was found to remain significai1t even when
the stances of the respondent groups were analyzed in relation to the racial-·ethnic student comDosition of the school
as a background variable.
Besides the lack of significant differences in the
stances of the two professional groups on the total participation practice

and on each of the six components of the

practice, and the evidence of significant

diffe~ences

be-

f
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tween the local school council leaders group and each of
the two professional groups on the total current participation practice and on most of the components of t·he practice, treated data revealed the following:

(1) all respon-

dent groups displayed low mean scores for stances on the
total current participation practice--no mean score for
stance reached the "Agree" category;

(2) the local school

council leaders group held consistently higher mean scores
for stances than the two professional groups, ·thus indicating acceptance on all components of the participation
practice,

~xcep~

on the Structure and Accomplishments

components where they expressed some reeervati<)ns;

( 3) the

two professional groups expressed both lack of satisfaction
~rid

reservations regarding the components of the curreilt

participation practice.
The relatively high cohesiveness of the stances
within each of the three respondent groups, displayed
through the small standard deviations, was verified through
the various analyses of the stances of each of the respondent groups in relation to the selected nine background
variables.

Such analyses, where applied, generally identi-

fying no significant differences

(an exception was in the

case of the local school-community situation within the
principals group), at the .05 level of significance, in the
stances of the sub-groups, wi.thin the same respondent

g~oup

category,on the current !_Jr:'ictice of community participation
in local school affairs, pointed not only to a lack of
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influence of the background variables on the stances of the
respondents, but to a high cohesiveness and consistency of
the stances within each of the three respondent groups under
study.
gypothesis Three
There will be a significant difference between
(1) the principals' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of community participation in local school affairs, (2) the district
superintendents' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of community participation in local school affairs, and (3) the local
school council leaders' stance on the theory and
their stance on the current practice of community
participation in local school affairs.
~he

analysis of variance procedure applied to the

variables indicated no significant differences, at the .05
level of significance, in the stances of the principals
group, and in the stances of the district superintende::.1ts
group.

However, a significant difference, at the .01 l.evel

of significance, was identified in the stances of the local
school council leaders group.·

As such, only part three of

Hypothesis Three was accepted.
Treated data revealed that the principals group,
compared to all other groups, had the lowest mean scores
for stances on both the theory and the current practice of
participation, held the smallest standard deviations, and
displayed a total absence of any difference between the
stance on theory and the stance on the current practice o ...+
participation.

Such findings were indicative (a) of a high

consistency between the principals' stance on the theory
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group showing a significant difference in the mean scores

for stances .on the theory and on the current practice of
participation.

The lower mean score for stance on the prac-

tice, indicating the respondents' reservations in this area,
came in contrast with t.he higher mean score of the st:ance
on the theory, indicating the respondents' acceptance.
Such difference pointed to a discrepancy between the group's
stances on theory and on practice.

There will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders regarding the bases on which they
accept or reject community participation ia local
school affairs.
The analysis of variance procedure applied to the
variables indicated a significant difference, at the .01
level of significance, in the stances of the respondent
groups r-eg·arding the OVerall bases for the justification
of community participation in local schoo:l affairs.

As

such, Hypot.hesis Four was accepted.
1'he Newman-Keuls test applied to the data indicated
that the differences \'lere significant between the stances
of the local school council leaders group and each of the
b'lc school administrators groups.

However, no significant

difference was identified in the stances of the principals
and district superintendents groups.
In regard to the two identified sub-areas of Educational and Non-Educational bases, the analysis of variance
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procedure identified significant differences, at the .01
level of significance, in the stances of the three respondent groups within each of the sub-areas.

Such findings

supported Hypothesis Four.
The Newman-Keuls test applied to the data identified
significant differences in the stances of the local school
council leaders group and each of the two groups of school
ac1ministrators in each of the sub-areas.

However, no sig-

nificant differences were identified in the stances of the
principals and district superintendents in either of the
tv-To sub-areas.

The significant differences in the stan6es of the
principals and the local school council leaders groups on
the Educational

and Non-Educational bases for the justifi-

cation of community participation in local school affairs
\vere found to remain significant even 'l.vhen the stances of
the respondent groups were analyzed in relation to the
racial-ethnic student composition of the school as a background variable.
Besides the evidence of significant differences in
the stances of the local school council leaders group and
each of the two professional groups on the bases--Educational, Non-Educational, and Overall--for the justification of
community participat:ion in local school affairs, and the
lack of significant differences in the st:ances of the t\,•o
professional groups in all three instances, treated data
revealed the following:

(1) all respondent groups, in each

~I
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one of the areas examined, displayed mean scores for stances
on the bases for the justification of community participation in local school affairs that corresponded to the
"Agree" and "Strongly Agree" categories of the Likert scale,
with the local school council leaders group holding the
highest mean scores for stances in every instance, while
the principals group held the lowest mean scores for stances;

(2) all standard deviations indicated low variability in
the stances on the bases for the justification of community
participation in local school affairs within each of the
respondent groups.
The relatively high cohesiveness of the stances
within each of the three respondent groups in every instance,
displayed through the small standard deviations, was also
verified through the various analyses of the stances of
each of the respondent groups in relation to the selected
nine background variables.

Such analyses, where applied,

identifying no significant differences, at the .05 level
of significance, in the stances of the sub-groups within
the same respondents group category on the bases for the
justification of community participation in local school
affairs, pointed not only to a lack of influence of the
background variables on the stances of the respondents,
but also to a high cohesiveness and consistency of the
stances within each of the three respondent groups under
study.
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Hypothesis Five
In their assessments of the principal's crucial
role i~ the implementation of the policy of community participation in the affairs of the local
schools, there will be a significant difference
among principals, district superintendents, and
local school council leaders.
The analysis of variance procedure applied to the
variables indicated a significant difference, at the .05
level of significance, in the stances of the respondent
groups regarding the crucial role of the principal in the
implementation of community participation in local school
affairs.

As such, Hypothesis Five was accepted.
Treated data revealed that the local school council

leaders group held the highest mean score for stance on the
crucial role of the principal in the implementation of com-·
munity participation in local school affairs, corresponding
to the "Agree" category of the Likert scale, v.;hile the p:cin·cipals themselves held the lowest mean score for stance,
corresponding to the "Undecided" category of the scale.
The district superintendents' mean score for stance, also
corresponding to the "Undecided" category of the scale,
was closer to the principals' mean score for stance than
to the local school council leaders' score.

The small

standard deviations for all three groups were indicative
of the small variability of the stances on the crucial role
of the principal in the participation practice within each
one of the respondent groups.
The significant difference

in the st:ances of the

,
327
principals and the local school council leaders groups on the
crucial role of the principal in the implementation of programs of community participation in local school affairs,
was

found to remain significant even when the stances of

the respondent groups were analyzed in relation to the
racial-ethnic student composition of the school variable.
The relatively high cohesiveness of the stances
within each of the three respondent groups, displayed
through the small standard deviations, was verified through
most of the analyses of the stances of each of the respondent groups in relation to the selected background variables.
However, in the consideration of three of the
variables examined--namely,
cormnuni ty si tu.'ation,

backg~ound

(a) the history of local school-

(b) the years of service in the admi_n-·

istrative field, and (c) the method of principal certification and selection procedure--the up to this point identified high cohesiveness among the stances of the principals
sub-groups in relation to the background variables

was

disturbed, with the principals of the constructive category,
the 1971 to 1975 category, and the new-method category displaying higher mean scores for stances, and differing significantly, at the .05 level of significance, from the
other sub-groups of principals in the respective categories.
!1ypothesis Six
In their assessments of the Chicago School Board's
and the c~ntral administration's supportive role
in the implementation of the policy of community
participation in the aff&irs of the local schools,

p
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there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.
The analysis of variance procedure applied to the
variables indicated a significant difference, at the .05
level of significance, in the stances of the three respondent groups regarding the supportive role of the School
Board and central administration in the implementation of
comntunitY participation in local school affairs.

As such,

Hypothesis Six was accepted.
Treated data revealed that the local school council
12aders group held the highest mean score for stance on i.-.he
supportive role of the School Board and central adrninistration, corresponding to the "Undecided" category of the
Likert scale, while the principals and the district superi~tendents

groups held lower mean scores for stances, both

corresponding to the "Disagree" category of the scale.
Treated data also revealed that of all areas of participation examined, all respondent groups were observed to
hold the lowest mean scores for stances on the supportive
role of the School Board and central administration in the
ir:-,plementation of community participation .in local school
affairs.

Moreover, the repeatedly verified existence ·of

significant differences between the stances of the local
school council leaders gro"bl.p and each of the hm groups of
aC::r,inistrators reached the lowest point in the con.siderai:ion
by the respondent groups of the

suppor·tivE~

role of the

School aoard and central administration in the implementa-

\
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tion of community participation in local school affairs.
The relatively high cohesiveness of the stances
within each of the respondent groups, displayed through the
small standard deviations, was also verified through the
various analyses of the stances of each of the respondent
groups in relation to the nine selected background variables.

Such analyses, identifying no significant differ-

ences, at the .05 level of significance, in the stances of
the sub-groups within the same respondent group category
(

.

'l.n all but one instance, in the history of local school-

community

situat:~on,

\IJ'here the principals sub-group of the

constructive category differed significantly from the other
sub-groups of principals), on the supportive role of the
School Board and central administrat.ion in the implementation of community participation in local school affairs,
pointed not only to a general lack of influence of the
background variables on the stances of the respondents,
but to a high cohesiveness and consistency of the stances
\vi thin each of the three respondent groups.

Conclusions
The present study identified, analyzed and compared
the stances of principals, district superintendents, and
local school council leaders on selected aspects of community
participation in local school affairs.

From the analysis

of the data collected, a number of conclusions were drawn:
1.

Local school council leaders displayed a
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general acceptance of the concept of community participation in local school affairs at the level of theory.
2.

Principals and district superintendents were in

agreement in their general lack of acceptance of the concept of community participation in local school affairs at
the level of theory.
3.

The agreement between principals and district

superintendents, regarding community participation in local
school affairs at the level of theory, persisted when the
stances of these groups on community participation in local
school affairs were examined in relationship to the four
sub-areas of Personnel, Curriculum, Policies and Procedures,
and Finance.
4.

There \vere pronounced disagreements regarding

corrnnuni ty participation in local school affairs a".:: the
level of theory between the professional and community
groups.

Such disagreements persisted when the stances of

the respondents on the theory of community participation
in local school affairs were examined in relationship to
the four sub-areas of Personnel, Curriculum, Policies and
Procedures, and Finance.
5.

All respondent groups--principals, district

superintendents, and local school council leaders--judged
the overall effectiveness of the current practice of corr:.munity participation in local school affairs as less than
satisfactory, with the administrators groups giving much
lower ratings.

G.
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The agreement between principals and district

superintendents groups, regarding the evaluation of the
current practice of community participation in local school
affairs as less than effective, persisted when the stances
of the respondent groups were examined in relationship to
the six components of the current participation practice.
7.

Local school council leaders, though judging

the overall effectiveness of the current participation
practice as less than satisfactory, showed definite sa tis·faction with some of the components of the participation
practice, particularly with the Operation and Firmness-ofPractice components.
8.

School

adm~nistrators

groups were consistent

in expressing uncertainty and reservations regarding the
value of community participation in local school affairs,
both at the level of theory and at the level of practice.
Such consistency pointed to firmness and solidarity in the
school administrators' assessments of community participa-tion in local school affairs.
9.

Principals and district superintendents pre-

ferred community participation in local school affairs to
be limited in scope and supportive of the efforts of the
administrator and the school.
10.

Local school council leaders preferred corrtmuni-

ty participation in local school affairs to be much broader
than what the administrators had in mind, or the current
practice had established.
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11.

Principals and district superintendents ap-

peared to accept the bases (the non-educational more so
than the educational)

1

for the justification of co1rumunity.

participation in local school affairs.

12.

The local school council leaders accepted the

bases for the justification of community participation in
local school affairs to a much higher degree (and the educational more so than the non-educational)

1

than the tv.·o

groups of school administrators.
13.

Principals and district superintendents held

similar stances on the crucial role of the principal in
\
the implementation of community participation in local
school affairs; both groups expressing reservations regarding the assessment of the principal's role as crucial .•

14.

The local school council leaders were totally

convinced that the role of the principal in the implementation of

corr~unity

participation in local school affairs

was crucial.
15.

Principals and district superintendents held

similar stances on the supportive role of the School Board
and central administration in the implementation of community participation in local school affairs, both groups of
school administrators assessing such support as unsatisfactory.
16.

'rhe local school council leaders expressed un-

certainty and reservations regarding the assessment of th9
role of the School Board and central administration in the
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implementation of community participation in local school
affairs as supportive.

Indeed, the mean score for the

local school council leaders' stance in this aspect of
participation 'Nas by far the 10\..;rest of all the group's
~ean

scarfs for stances on all aspects of participation

examined in the present study.
In conclusion, research findings relative to the
stances of the respondent groups on the various aspects
of: community participation in local school affairs had
revealed not only unpersuaded participants, but also the
existence of serious dissension in the stances of the
participant g:r·oups on community participa'tion in locaJ.
school affairs.

An additional deterrent appeared "co be

the high solidarity in the stances of the respondent
g!::"oups.
As explained earlier, a high degree of agreement
among participant groups on the major premises of the participation policy was seen as essential for the successful implementation of such policy, while the identification of any dichostasy among the participant groups wouJd
be indicative of the presence of conflict (a conflict of
either an overt or a covert nature), which would adversely affect the implemen·tation of the _participation policy.

In view, then, of the

ident:ifi~d

dichostasy be-

tv1een the stances of ·the school administrc,tors and the
local school council leaders on. community participation

f
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in local school affairs, and the definite reservations of
the school administrators for community participation in
the affairs of the local schools, the conclusion was dravm
that meaningful corni''.mnity participation in the local publie schools of Chicago, the way the proponents of the participation practice envisioned it, appeared to have little
chance for survival, let alone success.
Assuming t.hat the Chicago School Board had real
intentions to achieve meaningful community participation
in the Chicago public schools, a great deal more had tc
be invested in such an effort than a policy and a set of

I

guidelines of doubtful value.

Indeed, the task of per-

suading the unpersuaded seewed to require pr·ominent: and
immediate consideration.
Implications of Findings
Analysis of the data of the study highlighted the
fact that school administrators and local school council
leaders held differing stances regarding the theory of com·muni ty participation in local school affairs.

Such diver--

gence in the respondents' stands might have been the result
of a communication gap among the participant groups, or it
might have been the natural consequence of dissimilar motivations anrl

expec:~tations.

A clear kno\,.;le(lge of the circum-

stances 1 as well as the reasons, for the respondents' stc:tnr.:es
wo-.1ld be most essential if measures were to be und·2rtaken for
the elimination of the identified dichostasy in the stances

· ·
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of the respondent groups on conununi ty participation in
local school affairs at the theoretical level.
Examination of the treated data revealed that the
school administrators groups, compared to the communi·ty group,
held lower mean scores for stances on both the theory and
the current practice of

conunu~ity

participation in local

school affairs, had smaller standard deviations, and displayed no significant differences between the stances on
the theory and the stances on the current pactice of community participation in local school affairs.

Such find-

ings would seem to indicate {1) a consistency between the
administrators' stances on the theory and the administrators' stances on the current practice of participation,
{2) a high cohesiveness within each group regarding the
stance on -the theory and the stance on the current partieipation practice,

{3) a lack of definite

acceptance

of communit:y t>articipation in local school affairs, either
at the level of theory or at the level of practice, and
{4) a dissension in the stances on community participation in local school affairs between the school administrators and the local school council leaders groups.
Awareness of the existence of dissens.ion in the stances
of the participant agents, as well as of the degree of
intensity of the participants• persuasions regarding com··
munity participation in local school affairs would be
most beneficial in the charting of any plans or action

~
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to bring about desired change.
The observed consistency of similar stances of
district superintendents and unit administrators, on all
aspects of community participation in local school affairs
examined in the present study,

might have been (1) the

result of a common 'educational' perspective shared by
educational administrators,
to ideaS-Jamong educators,

(2} the effect of a loyalty

{ 3) the possible consequence

of the given selection procedures of administrators--procedures that had stressed, through intension or omission,
a particular stance on community participation in local
school affairs--and/or (4) the result of accurate judgmerits by administrators groups of current conditions and
practices.

A correct identification of the background

reasons affecting the administrators' stances on community participation in local school affairs would be most
useful in providing a better foundation for.the charting
of subsequent action, whether such action was to aim at
an increase or a

n~d"Jction

of community participation in

local school affairs.
Analysis of the data indicated that all respondent
groups judged the overall effectiveness of the current
practice of community participation in local school affairs as less than effective, with the administrators
groups submitting :much lower ra.tings than the local school
council leaders group.

The acknowledged lack of effective-·

/

r.
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"

i

ness, as well as the variability in the ratings of the
r.

'

respondent groups, of the current practice of community
participation in local school affairs could have been
related (1} to an absence of clearly defined and measurable objectives,
ineffe~tive,

(2) to an evaluation process that \vas.

(3} to variable types or degrees of

co~~it-

ment "to the programs of community part.icipation in local
school affairs by the various groups of respondents,
(4) to dissimilar definitions of crucial concepts and
terms, such as participation and community, and/or (5) to
a truly poor and ineffective practice.

Such variables,

influencing the reported lack of effectiveness of the
current participation practice, might be as important as
the acknmvledged lack of effectiveness

since they \•muld

help ascertain the accuracy and the value of the judgments of the respondents.
Of considerable significance was the research
evidence showing that the stances of the two administrators groups, although not indicative of an adequate acceptance of community participation in local school affairs at either the level of theory cr the level of practice, did suggest a state of mind which, though highly
reserved, was not entirely closed.

Such finding ought

to be of special significance to a school board which
acknowledged the crucial role of the principal in the suecessful implementation of community participation in local

r
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school affairs, and whose goal was the genuine implementation of community participation in the affairs of the
local school.

As such, a school board would act wisely

in inVesting all necessary efforts and resources to investigate the reasons behind the reserved stances of the adminis):rators groups regarding community participation in
local school affairs, and hence to develop a plan for the
implementation of community participation in the affairs
of the local school that had-as objectives, among others,

(1) the modification of school administrators' stances on
community participation in local school affairs,

(2) the

serious consideration of the school administrators' concerns, and {3) the incorporation of school administrators'
recommendations in any plans for

corr~unity

participation

in local school affairs.
Of importance was the finding pointing to pro-

/

nounced differences between the stances of the admin.is·trators groups and the stances of the community groups
on components of the participation practice.

Such diver-

gence in the respondent groups' stances would seem to
mggest definite variability in the standards of evaluation, as well as in the motivations and expectations of
the respondent groups.

Perhaps the variability was the

result of a combination o.C:. knowledge--or a lack of it--and
wishfulness on the part of the respondent groups.

\vhat-

ever the reasons, the need of an efficient and effective

r
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evaluation process appeared to be most essential.
The less than favorable impact on the current participation practice by

unpersuaded, often negative, par-

ticipants, as well as by the conflict arising as a result
of

~;.e

dissension in the stances of the participant groups,

codld be easily inferred.

The limited chances that com-

mtinity participation in local school affairs had for survival, let alone success, in such an uncontributive e:nvironment could be readily ascertained.

The research evi-

dence showing that the administrators groups, charged
more directly with the responsibility of the implementation of the policy of community participation in loc-al
school affairs, were identified as the least persuaded
and the most critical of all groups regarding the ineffectiveness of the current participation practice, and the
inefficiency of

L~e

Local School Council, as the model

for participation, added to the discouraging prospects
.for success of the current efforts for community participation in the affairs of the local schools.
Assuming that

thE~

Chicago School/Board had a st.r:ong

desire, as well as a real commitment, to see the practice
of community participation in the affairs of the local
school succeed, a great deal more than good intentions
and protestations (no mat:ter how eloquently present ..~d} ,
and a set of directives of questionable value (though
repeatedly revised), had to be invested, specifically,
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i!'l the improvemnt of the Structure and Operation components
of the current participation practice.

Towards such end,

the School Board would act wisely in securing the cooperation

o~

the school administrators by making all necessary

provisions (1) to cultivate badly needed administrative
exnertise in this area,

(2} to secure adequate administra-

tive time -for the implementation of c01mnunity participation in local school affairs, and (3) to provide competent,
supportive, and continuous leadership in this area.
Analysis of the data examining the sta::1ces of the respondent groups on the bases for the justification of community participation in local school affairs highlighted
the fact that the two professional groups of school administrators held much higher znean scores 2or stances on the
justification for community participation than on the
theory or practice of participation.

In other words, the

administrators grcups seemed to be accepting the bases
that justified communi t:y participation in loca.l school affairs, while at the same time they were expressing stands
indicating uncertainty regarding (1) the righteousness of
community partici?ation in local school-affairs at the
level of theory, and (2) the value of participation at the
level of practice.

Such findings pointed to a discrepan-

cy between the administrators' protestations and the administrators' beliefs, a discrepancy that lost some of its
inte:..1si ty only in the definition of community participation
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by the administrators as "supportive, understanding and
confined,"--a much tamer definition of participation than
what the local school council leaders had in mind.

Another

explanation could be that the higher stances of the bases
for participation were influenced by the almost spontaneous response of people to claim adherence to lofty humanit.arian and democratic principles.

A third explanation might

be found in the difficulty of translating into satisfactorily workable practice such lofty ideals as those expressed
in the statements of the bases for the justification of
corr~unity

participation in local school affairs--hence the

discrepancy betvleen the ideal and the real. /
Regardless of the explanations for the higher
scores and the discrepancies bet,..reen scores, a definite
hope was seen in the positive stances of th~ respondent
groups on the bases for the justification of community participation in local school affairs.

The acceptance of tha

premises for community participation by the participants
seemed to form sound foundations upon vJh.ich school systems
would be able to plan and build effective structures tov7ards the goal of community participation in the affairs
of the local schools.
Of considerable significance was the

researc~

evi-

dence showing tha'c the professional school administrators
accepted community particip<:.uion in local school affairs
on non-educational grounds to a higher degree

tha~

on
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educational grounds, while the local school council leaders
accepted

co~~unity

participation in local school affairs

on educational grounds to a higher degree than on non-educational grounds.

A possible explanation could be found

in t.'lle fact that the movement for co:rmnuni ty participati·=:m
in local school affairs did not originate within the school
organization, hence the administrators' higher acceptance
of its non-educational value.

On the other hand, the edu-

cational grounds would seem to have greater ,emotional apr

peal to community groups since the child appeared to be
the recipient of all benefits.
Analysis of data regarding the crucial role of the
principal in the implementation of community partic.i.pa-·
tion in local school affairs had revealed not only uncertain participants, but also the existence of serious dissension in the stances of the respondent groups.

The

local school council leaders sa\..r the principals as having
definite power to affect the implementation of community
participation in local school affairs, while the administrators judged the principal's powers in this area as
m·J.ch less decisive.

The reservations of the administra-

tors might be explained

{1) with the new consciousness

overwhelming school administrators of the changing role
of the principal, with

dimini~hing

"automatic" position

authori·ty, and {2) \vith the increasing a\<lareness of a
_great number of possible factors, beyond the principal's
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control, that might play a most decisive role in the implementation of community participation in the affairs of
the local school.

The definite acknowledgement of the.

role of the principal as crucial in the implementation
of the participation policy by the local school council
leaders group might be explained with the possibility
that the local school administrator's diminishing power
had not been perceptible by the general public, which was
not quite aware of the constraints of the System and the
'reachers Union, and of the growing demands on the role and
on the potential expertise of the local school administrator.
Any school system claiming to be genuinely interested in the successful implementation of community pa:cticipation in local school affairs should invest.igate
carefully such an area of disagreement, for the purpose
of developing appropriate ways and means that would either
provide the principals with the authority and expertise
required, or would

educat~

the community people of the

limitations in the principals' powers and realm of author-·
ity.
Research data also revealed that all respondent
groups concurred that the role of the School Bo~rd and
central administration in the implementation of communi-

ty participation in local school affairs had not been
satisfactorily supportive.

Dissatisfaction with the role
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of the School Board and central administration in the implementation of community participation could be explained

in a number of ways, such as:

(1) the possibly dubious

motives that had led to the adoption of the policy of community participation in local school affairs,

(2) the pos-

sible absence of real intentions by the School Board and
central administration to see community participation in
local school affairs succeed,

{3) the show of partiality

and responsiveness by the School Board and central administration for the "loudest" cominuni ty demands, thus undermining and negating both local administrative authcrity
hnd proper procedure,

(4) the insensitivity of the School

Board and central administration for the complications and
settling

consequences of a policy of cormnun.ity partic:Lpa·-

tion in local school affairs inadequately or improperly
implemented,

~.5)

the

lac~

of the School Board's previsions

for appropriate training of .all participant\ agents, and
(6)

the confusi.ng guidelines for the i;nplementation o£ the

policy of community participation in local school affairs.
Dissatisfaction with the role of the School Board
and central administration mi.ght also have been the result
of a lack of effective internal communication.

That is,

the intentions of the School Board and cen~ral administration could have been supportive, but the respondents
not

adequab~ly

intended.

informed a.a to t.he measures and

~ere

strat.e·~ries

~n
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In the low ratings of the support of the School
Board and central administration in the implementation of
community participation in local school affairs by all respondent groups, the message of discontent was more than
clear, as was also the message of higher expectations for
greater School Board support in this area.
for definite assistance.

The call was

The demand was for expert leader-

ship and for concrete proof of commitment.

The need for

in-service training that was well-planned, widespread,
and continuous seemed very urgent, indeed.
Recow~endations

for Further Research

•rhe writer has been impressed with the findings of
the s·tudy, and v.-i th the honesty of the respondents.

It ap--

'1

peared that the school administrators were trying to co:mmunicate something very important in

'

thei~ r~servations

of

community participation in local school affairs.
Should one look inside the administrators group
for the potential improvement of community participation
in local school affairs?

Should one direct his concern

towards the School Board for the needed improvement?

Or

should one re-evaluate the total idea of community partieipation in local school affairs?
A great deal of research is needed, particularly
in the evaluation of community part.icipation in local
school affairs in

ten~ls

of concrete benefits in the edu-

cation of the students, as wall as in the problems that
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administrators encounter in the implementation of community participation in local school affairs.

/
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November

3.0, 1975

Dear Colleague,
I

N E E D

Y 0 U R

H E L P !

I am writing my dissertation at r. . oyola University and the
attached QUESTIONNAIRE is of the greatest importance to my study.,
since I am trying to get as near to a "perfect survey" as possible. This would mean getting a reply from everyone who received
this questionnaire. As you can imagine, I would be most grateful for your cooperation.
Please insert the completed questionnaire into the
enclosed envelope and return by December 15, 1975.
I would like t.o take this opportunity to . thank you
warmly for your professional int.erest and conr.mitirient to support
a colleague.
Sin//ly,

If:?(

eAa~-/. e'/((,~,/vlf?S..
Mar
Pla

kros, Principal
ndon School

Enclosure
P.S. Will you please see to it that your local school council
chairman or president receives the Questionnaire mate~ials
enclosed in your en~lope but addressed to him/her? -Thank you.
\
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November

30,

1975

Dear Loca:l/School Council President,
I

N E E D

Y 0 U R

H E L P ! !

I am writing my dissertation at Loyola. University and
the attached QUESTIONNAIRE is of the greatest importance to wy
study, since I am trying to get as near to a "perfect survey 11 as
possible. This would mean getting a reply from everyone who
received this questionnaire. As you can imagine, I \'lould be most
gt:at:eful ·to you for your cooperation.
I v-;oulcl. like you to know that I am conducting this research vli th the approval of the Chicago Board ·of Education.
Please insert the completed questionnaire into the
enclosed envelope and return by Dec·ember 15, 1975.
May I ·take this opportunity to thank you warmly for yal.!r
.intEO!rest and com.rn.it.m'=nt to the Chicago Schools and to my effort
to investigate an important area~
Sincerely,

~~

~;0.A·~· (t.4t.tAn~&
Mary r. .ros, Principal
Plamo non School
Er..closure

......
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October 24, 1975

DEAR RESPONDENT:

YOUR NAME WAS DRAWN IN A SCIENTIFICALLY SELECTED

I
YOUR

SAl~LE.

NOULD LIKE TO STl\.'rE HERE THAT THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF

P...ESP~NSES

PROTECTED.

IS ASSURED, AND YOUR ANONYHITY AS AN INDIVIDUAL IS

YOU WILL NOT, UNDER

A~Y

CIRCUMSTANCES, BE INDIVIDUALLY

IDENTIFIED.

THE ANONYMITY OF THIS

~ffiTTER

IS BEING STRESSED BOTH TO

FOLLOYv ETHICAL PROCEDURES AND TO RELIE\lE YOU OF ANY PRESSURE TO
BIAS YOUR RESPONSES.

TH~~K

I

YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

M P 0 R T A N rl'
N 0 T I C E:
NO COPIES OF ANY KIND HAY BE
THE ATTACHED QUES'riONNAIRE r}iiTHOUT THE WRITTEN APPROV¥
OF Ml1.RY MIKROS.
'y

rtkE-OF
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Copyrigh~

IN LOCAl. SCHOOL AFFAIRS

Mary Mikros 1975

The purpose of this questionnaire is to let you express
your ideas on conununi ty participatior:, as you perceive it in
b~eory and as you judge i t in practice.

The ques·tionnaire contains two sections.

Please answer

both sections.
SECTION

D i

oWk
r e c t i on s:

Pla~se

read each item carefully.
Indica.te as follow3 the response
which most closely corresponds to
the way ~.vhich you personally feel:
Circle
Circle
Circle
Circle
Circle

SD if you strongly disagree
D if you disagree
U if you are undecided

A if you agree
SA if you strongly agree

I urge you to be completely honest in
your answers. There are no right or
wrong answers. Of greatest usefulness
is your honest reaction to each entry.
Part One
Parents a.nd communities have a right and a responsibility to
actively participate in the affairs of th~ir local schools
with the explicit purpose of influencing decision-making and
policy in each of the following areas:
1.

In the selection of teachers.
SD

2.

SA

D

u

A

SA

D

u

A

SA

A

SA

In ·the dismissal of teachers.
SD

5.

A

In the replacement or transfer of teachers.
SD

4.

u

In the evaluation of teacher perfo1:mance.
SD

3.

D

D

u

In the establishment of teacher certification requirements.
SD

D

u

A

SA
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6.

In the selection of principals.
SD

7.

SA

D

u

A

SA

D

u

A

SA

0

u

SA

A

D

t1

SA

A

D

u

A

SA

D

u

SA

A

D

u

SA

A

0

u

SA

A

In the dismissal of para-professionals and custodians.

SD
18.

A

In the evaluation of para-professionals and,custodians.

SD
17.

u

In the selection of para-professionals and custodians.

SD
16.

D

In the dismissal of district superintendents.

so
15.

SA

In the replacement or transfer of district superintendents.

SD
14.

A

In the evaluation of district superintendents.

SD
13.

u

In the selection of district superintendents.

SD
12.

D

In the principal certification requirements.

SD
11.

Sl~.

In the dismissal of principals.

so
10.

A

In the replacement or transfer of principals.

SD
9.

u

In the evaluation of principals.

SD
8.

D

D

u

SA

A

In establishing school educational policy.

so

D

u

A

SA
/

19.

In determining educational program goals /for the year.

so

D

u

A

SA'

362
(3 )

20.

In determining curriculum.

SD
21.

u

SA

A

D

u

SA

A

D

u

SA

A

D

u

SA

A

D

u

SA .....

A

D

u

SA

A

D

u

SA

A

In determining student fees and money collections.

SD
31.

D

In determining discipline policy for students.

SD
30.

SA

A

In determining students' rights and responsibilities.

SD
29.

u

In determining school standards relevant to student promotion, retention and attendance.

SD
28.

D

In determining local working conditions.

SD
27.

SA

A

In determining type and extent of extra-curricular activities and after-school programs.

SD
,.
2 o.

u

In determining student organization for instruction.

SD
25.

D

In determining style and method of teaching.

SD
24.

SA

A

In determining achievement test for the students.

SD
23.

u

In selecting textbooks and other instructional materials.

SD
22.

D

D

u

SA

A

In overseeing lunchroom operations, menus, etc.

SD

D

u

SA

A
(

32.

In determining standards for school building maintenance
and cleanliness.

SD

D

u

A

SA
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33.

In determining school fund raising projects.
SD

3)1.

u

A

SA

D

u

.A

SA

D

u

A

SA

In reviewing school budget and records of income and
expenditure.
SD

38.

D

In approving contracts for school building and grounds
improvement.
SD

37.

A

In setting priorities for school building and grounds
improvement.
SD

36.

u

In determining school b:Jdgct needs.
SD

35.

D

In planning
SD

D

u

A

SA

u

A

SA

facilities~

D

Part Two
39.

For those parents and coromunity persons "t>~ho ar~ interest'.ed
in and willing to participate in the affairs of their local
schools, the Local School Council st:ructure, as set forth
by the Chicago School Board, offers adequate oppo:rtunities.
SD

40.

A

SA

D

u

A

SA

Attendance in the meetings held by our Local School Council.
reflects most or all segments of our school community.
SD

42.

u

The membership of our Local School Council reflects most
or all segmen-ts of our school-community.
SD

41.

D

D

u

A

SA

Guidelines delineating the functions and responsibilities
of the Local School Councils are adequate and clear.

so

D

u

A

SA

364
( 5)

43.

The roles of the principal and the Local School Council
members are clearly defined and mutually understood.

SD
44.

D

u

A

SA

D

u

SA

D

u

A

SA

Our Local School Council has been a significant source of
information feedback to the principal.

SD
48.

SA

There has been sufficient awareness and knowledge among
Local School Council members for generating precise assessment of educational needs and types of services and activities
~eeoed by our local school.

SD
47.

A

'rhere i.s sufficient leadership and knowledge among our
Local School Council mewbers capable of generating creative
and sound ideas for the improvement of the educational
pro•;r a.To.

SD
46.

u

Participa·tion in the process of decision-making by the
Local School Council melilbers is broad and equitably distributed.

SD
45.

D

D

TJ

A

SA

Our Local School Council has been a significant source of
information feedback to the community.

SD

D

u

A

SA

Our Local School Council has been a determining influence- in
persuading the Board of Education to become responsive {to
come forth with positive action),. in each of the following
areas:
49.

In the area of Personnel (in matters dealing directly
with the school staff) .

SD
50.

u

A

SA

In the area of Curriculum (in matters dealing with
courses of study) .

SD
51.

D

D

u

A

SA

In the area of Procedures and Policies (in matters dea'ling with the daily operation of the school).

SD

D

u

A

SA
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52.

d.

In the area of Finan~e (in matters dealing most
directly with monetary a.spects).
SD

D

u

A

SA

The overall contributions of our Local School Council as a
participant agent in the affairs of our school have been of
consegt:;ence in the followir:g areas:
53.

In the area of Personnel (in matters dealing directly
with the school -staff)-:SD

54.

SA

0

u

A

SA

D

u

A

SA

D

u

A

SA

0

u

A

SA

0

u

A

~SA

Community leadership develops laregely at the will of the
local school administrator.

SD
61.

A

The present functions of our Local School Council should
be increased in scope~
SD

60.

u

The present functions of our Local School Council should be
maintained.

SD
59.

0

In assessing the evolution and present status of our Local
School Council, I believe that it has become finnly established as a consistent and active agent for community participation in the affairs of our school.

so
58.

SA

In the area of Finance {in matters dealing most
directly with monetary aspects).
SD

57.

A

In the area of Procedures and Policies (in matters
dealing with the daily operation of the school).

so
56.

u

In the area of Curriculum {dealing wi·th courses of
study).

so
55.

0

D

u

A

SA

Principals are the primary resource persons to their councils
influencing greatly the outcomes of the councils.

so

0

u

A

SA

F
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62 *

'l'he Chicago School Board and the central administration have
mads a real commitment to the policy of cor.ununi ·ty participation in local school affairs.
SD

63.

A

SA

D

u

A

SA

D

u

A

SA

D

u

A

SA

D

u

A

SA

The Chicago School Board and the central administration have
been adequately supportive to the principals in their
efforts to implement the Board's program of community participation in local school affairs.
SD

69.

u

The Chicago School Board and the central administration have
been adequately supportive to our community in the actual
implementation of the Board's policy of community participation in the affairs of our local schools, specifically by'
assisting community ro2mbers become informed and competent
participants.
SD

68.

D

A strong supportive leadership by the principal is the most
important factor in the effectiveness of a Local School
Council.
SD

67.

SA

Where the principal is genuinely concerned with the contributions the community could make, the participation of the
community in the affairs of its local school will be effective.
SD

66.

A

The Chicago School Board and the central a~~inistration have
been adequately supportive in preparing the principals to
meet the challenges of community participation.
SD

65.

u

The Chicago School Board and the central administration have
been adequately supportive in the preparation of our community for an effective participation in the affairs of our
local school.
SD

64.

D

D

u

A

In schools where principals are apathetic to, disin.terested
in, or critical of citizens' participation in local school
affairs, participation is nil, in spite of how strongly the
citizenry may feel about it.
I

so

D

u

A

SA
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Part Three
D i r e c

t

i

o n s:

Community Participation is defined as
that form of parents and community
involvement in local school affairs
whose purpose is to influence decisionmaking and policy.
Please bear this definition in mind as
you respond to the following ten
statements.

70.

Community participation in school affairs is a basic democratic right which must be granted to parents and other
citizens of the community, regardless of how qualified or
competent they are perceived to be by the official educational establishment.
D

71.

u

A

SA

D

u

A

SA

D

u

A

SA

Active, sustained participation of citizens in public
schools is axiomatic to the maintenance and growth of our
pluralistic, democratic society.
SD

75.

D

Community participation in the schools is necessary in
order to reestablish public confidence in our schools.
SD

74.

SA

Community participation in schools is necessary because it
helps alleviate the sense of powerlessness and alienation
among parents and other citizens, as they help make those
decisions that affect their lives.
SD

73.

A

Community participation in local. school affairs is justified
on the grounds that the psychological well-being and the
educational potential of the students are both promoted when
they understand that their parents and the school are working close together tm¥ards the same objectives.
SD

72.

u

D

u

A

SA

Community participation in the schools is defensible on
the grounds tha·t it makes educational institutions respon·sive and relevant to the needs of those they serve.
SD

D

u

A

SA

r
76.
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Community participation in schools is necessary bGcause it
will bring about qualitative improvements in the schools
through the introduction of -the element of accountability.

so
77.

SA

0

u

A

SA

0

u

A

SA

The value of community participation lies in its potential
to serve as a preparatory stage for an integration based
on parity instead of deficiency.

SD
80.

A

The value of community participation lies in its potential
t(\) ease community tensions.

\~so
79.

u

Community participation in the schools is defensible on the
grounds ·that malfunctioning public institutions make some
form of local control necessary for achieving greater efficiency of services.

SD
78.

D

D

u

A

SA

Conununity participation is justified on the grounds that
"community" and "community's demands" carry with them new
potentialities for securing the Board's cooperation in
meeiing the needs of the local school.

so

0

u

A

SA

Please continue with Section Two
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SECTI~~TWO

- Demographic Data

D i r e c t

i o n s:

{ 10)

Please check the blank after the entry
that best describes your own situation.
Mark only one item in each category.

1.

Prinr::ipal
District Superintendent

3.

White

2.

Male
Femal'Er'- ·

---

Black

Hispanic
Other
4.

(Please describe.)

My first assignment as a principc:l was in the period:

Prior to 1950
1951 to 1960
1961 to 1970
1971 to present
5.

Years of service in the administrative field - principalship
and district superintendency:
How many years?
Please be specific

6.

My future plans:
I will remain a principal
I will remain a district superintendent
I would like to mmre up (district
superintendent or higher)
I would like to move out (out of
administration}
I will retire in the next five years - - - - -

7.

My present school is:
K to
K to
High
High
High

8.

(For principals only)

6

8
School - Regular
Schqol - Vocational
School - Technical

The socio-economic status of my school is: (for principals
only)
Very high
High
Average
Low
Very Lov1

370
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9.

In ·the last five ye::1:;:,·s .• my local school-community /districtC01"P..muni ty s:~ taation has been:
Uneventful - - - - - - - Explosive
With Ups ana-Downs
Constructive
----

10. *My academic pre-service training did emphasize the development of skills in the following areas:
a.
b.
G·
d.
e.

In conflict and confrontation management. Yes
No
In group processes. Yes
No
In mediation techniques and practices. Yes
No
In interpersonal relations. Yes
No
In participatory decision making processes. Yes
No

11. *My professional in-service training - since my entry into
administrative post - has emphasized skills in these areas:
a. In conflict and confrontation management. Yes
No
Yes
No
c. In mediation techniques and practices. Yes
No
d. In interpersonal relations. Yes
No
e. In participatory decision making:Processes. Yes
No

b. In group processes.

*Please describe the nature of workshops, and give titles of
courses that illustrate any affirmative responses to
numbers 11 and 12 above. Be specific.
lOa.
lOb.
lOc.
lOd.
lOe.
lla.
llb.
llc.
lld.
lle.

--------·--------------------------------~~~~~~-------
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SECTION TWO - Demographic Data
D i r e c t i o n s:

Please check the blank after the entry
t.hat best describes your own situation.
Mark only one item in each category.

1.

Local School Cou..ncil Officer
Local School Council MeiPher

2.

Male
Female

White
Black

3.

Hispan~c

Other
4.

How long have you been associated with the Local School
Council, both as a member and an officer?
Years,

5.

(Please describe)

and

Months

future plans:

~ly

will continue to serve as a member/officer of our
Local School Council
I do not intend to continue to serve as an officer
of our Local School Council
I will discontinue my association r.-n. th our Local
School Council

I

6.

Our school is:
K to 6
K to 8

High School - Regular
High School - Vocational-.-.- High School - Technical
7.

The socio-·economic status of our school is:
Very high
High
Average
Low
Very Low

8.

In the last five years our local school-conunttnity situation
has been:
Uneventful
Explosive
With Ups and Downs
Constructive

r
372.

Interview Instrument
Community Participation in
Local School Affairs

vlhat is your stand on cornrnunity participation
in local school affairs?

1.

SD

·o

u

A

SA

What kind of participation do you have in mind?

a.

~mat

is your stand regarding community participation
in the area of Personnel?
SD

D

u

A

SA

Reasons:

·--------------------·------------------------·------------b.

What is your stand regarding community participation
in the area of Curriculum?
SD
Reasons:

D

u

A

SA
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c.

What is your stand regarding community participation
in the area of Policies and Procedures?
SD

D

u

SA

A

Reasons:

d.

What is your stand regarding
in the area of Finance?
SD

D

co~nunity

u

participation
A

SA

Reasons:

Do you assess the current practice of
participation in local school affairs
ful?

2.

SD

D

con~unity
a~ success-

u

SA

Reasons:

a.

In terms of Structure?
\
\

SD
Reasons:

D

u

A\

SA

f
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b.

In terms of Operation?
SD

A

SA

u

A

SA

u

A

u

A

D

Reasons:

c.

In terms of Accomplishments?
SD

D

Reasons:

d.

In terms of Firmness?
SD

D

Reasons:

e.

Future as Present?
SD
Reasons:

D

SA
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f.

Future with Increase?
SD

D

u

A

SA

Reasons:

3.

On what grounds do you justify community participation in local school affairs?

a.

on

educational grounds?
SD

D

u

A

SA

u

A

SA

Reasons:

b.

on

non-educational grounds?
SD

Reasons:

D

376
4.

Do you think that the role of the principal in the
implementation of a policy of community participation in local school affairs is crucial?

SD

D

u

A

SA

Reasons: ·

5.

Do you think that the role of the School Board in
the implementation of the policy of community pa.:rticipation in the affairs of the local schools
has been supportive?

SD
Reasons:

6.

D

u

A

SA

~-------------------------------~---------------

Do you think that the role of the central administration in the imple-mentation of the policy of community participation in local school affairs has
been supportive?

SD

D

u

A

SA

Reasons~

Corrunen ts :

/

/

377

...,
I

•

Nhat is the trend of community participation in
local school affairs?

Reasons:

NOTES:

(
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Questionnaire Item Relatedness to Hypotheses
In the present section the Questionnaire of the
study was presented in a form indicating the

relatedn~ss

of the items to each hypothesis.
Hypothesis One
In their stances regarding the theory of cornmuni ty
participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.
(Questionnaire items one through thirty-eight)
Parents and communities have a right and a responsibility to actively participate in the affairs of their local
schools with ·the explicit purpose of influencing decision-making and policy in each of the follov1ing areas:
Sub-Area
of Personnel

1.

In the selection of teachers.

2.

In the evaluation of teacher performance.

3.

In the replacement or transfer of teachers.

4.

In the dismissal of teachers.

6.

In the selection of principals.

7.

In the evaluation of principals.

* 8.

9.

In the replacement or transfer of principals.
In the dismissal of principals.

*11.

In the selection of district superintendents.

*12

In the evaluation of district superintendents.

*13.

In the replacement or transfer of district
superintendents.
(
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*14.
15.

In the selection of para-professionals and
custodians.

16.

In the evaluation of para-professionals
and custodians.

17.

In the dismissal of para-professionals
and custodians.

Sub-Area 18.

of Curriculum *19.

In determining instructional program goals
for the year.
In determining curriculum.

21.

In selecting textbooks and other instructional materials.

23.

*24
25.

Sub-Area

In establishing school educational policy.

20.

*22

of Pol-

In the dismissal of district superintendents.

*5.

icies
*lO
and Pro·
cedures

In determining achievement tests for the
students.
In determining style and method of
teaching.
In determining student
instruction.

oig~nization

for

In determining type and extent of extracurricular activities an~ after school
programs.

In the establishment of teacher certification requirements.
In the establishment of principal certification requirement.

26.

In determining local working conditions.

27.

In determining school standards relevant
to student promotion, retention a.nd attendance.

28.

In determining students' rights and
sponsibilities.

re~
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29.

Jn determining discipline policy for
students.

*30.

In determining student fees and money collections.

31.

In overseeing lunchroom operations, menus,
etc.

*32.

In determining standards for school building maintenance and cleanliness.

*33

In determining school fund raising projects.

Sub-Area 34.
of
Finance *35.

In determining school budget needs.
In setting priorities for school building
and grounds improvement.

*36.

In approving contracts for school building
and grounds improvement.

*37.

In reviewing school budget.a~d records
of income and expenditure./.

38.

In planning facilities.

Hypothesis

T'"tlO

In their assessments of the l.·lOrkabili ty of local
school councils in the practice of community participation in local school affairs, there will be
a significant difference among principals, district
superintendents, and local school council leaders.
(Questionnaire items thirty-nine through fifty-nine}
Struc- *39
ture
Component of
the Participa-·
tion
Practice 40.

For those parents and community persons
who are interested in and willing to participate in the affairs of their local
schools, the Local School Council structure, as set forth by the Chicago School
Board, offers adequate opportunities.
The membership of our Local School.Council
reflects most or all segments of our
school-co~~unity.
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42.

Guidelines delineating the functions and
responsibilities of the Local School Councils are adequate and clear.

43.

The roles of the principal and the Local
School Council members are clearly defined
and mutually understood.

Opera41.
t:i.on
Component of
the Par- 44.
ticipation
Practice

Attendance in the meetings held by our
Local School Council reflects most or all
segments _of our school conununi ty.
Participation in the process of decisionmaking by the Local School Council members is broad and equitably distributed.

45

There is sufficient leadership and knmvledge among our Local School Council lay
members capable of generating creative
and sound ideas for. the improvement of
the educational program.

46.

There has been sufficient awareness and
knowledge among Local School Council lay
members for generating precise assessments of educational needs and types of
services and activities needed by our
local school.

Acco:m47.
plishments
Component of 48.
the Participa- .
tion
Practice

Our Local School Council has been a significant source of information feedback
to the principal.

*49.

Our Local School Council has been a significant source of information feedback
to the community.
Our Local School Council has been a dete.rmining influence in persuading the Board
of Education to become responsive (to come
forth with positive action), in each of
the lollowing areas:
In the area of Personnel (in matters
dealing directly w1~~ the school staff).
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*50.

In the area of Curriculum (in matters
dealing ~vi th courses of study).

*51.

In the area of Policies and Procedures
(in matters dealing with the daily operation of the school).

*52.

In the area of Finance (in matters
dealing most directly with monetary
aspects) .
The overall contributions of our Local
School Council as a participant agent in
the affairs of our school have been of
consequence in the following areas:

53.

In the a~ea of Personnel (in matters
dealing directly w1th the school staff).

54.

In the area of Curriculum (in matters
dealing with courses of study).

55.

In the area of Policies and Procedures
(in matters dealing with the daily
operation of the school).

56.

In the area of Finance (in matters
dealing most directly with monetary
aspects}.

Firm--'
*57.
ness Component of
the Participation
Practice

In-assessing the evolution and present
status of our Local School Council, I
believe that it has become firmly established as a consistent and ac,ive agent
for community participation in.the affairs
of our school.

Future- *58.
as-Present Component
of the
Participation
Practice

The present functions of our Local School
Council should be maintained.
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Future- -*59.
vJi·th-In-

""r_r•he present fv.nctions of our Local School
Council should 'oe increased in scope.

crease
Co:npo·-·
nent of
thn Participation ·
Practice
Hypothesis Three
There;will be a significant difference between
(1) the principals' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of co~~unity participation in local school affairs, (2) the district
superintendents' stance on the theory and their
stance on the current practice of community participation in local school affairs, and (3) the local
school council leaders' stance on the theory and
their stance on the current practice of community
participation in local school affairs.
(Questionnaire items one through thirty-eight and
thirty-nine through fifty-nine)
Hypothesis Four
There will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents~and local school
council leaders regarding the bases on which they
accept or reject community participation in local
school affairs.
(Questionnaire items seventy through eighty)
Educa71.
tional
Bases
for Community
Participation
in Local
School
75.
Affairs

Community participation in local school
affairs is justified on the grounds that
the psychological well-being and the educational potential of the students are
both promoted when they understand that
their parents and the school are working
close together toward the same objectives~
Community participation in the schools is
defensible on the grounds that it make~
educational institutions responsive and
relevant to the needs of those they serve.•
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76.

Community participation in schools is
necessary because it will bring about
qualitative improvements in the schools
through the introduction of the element
of accountability.

77.

Community participation in the school is
defensive on the grounds that malfunctioning public institutions make some form of
local control necessary for achieving
greater efficiency of services.

*80.

Non-Edu- 70.
cational
Bases for
ConmlUnity Participatio;: in
Local
School
72.
Affairs

Community participation is justified on
the grounds t.hat "Community'' and "Community's demands n carry with then ne~.; potentialities for securing the Board's cooperation in meeting the needs of the local
school.

Community participation in local school
affairs is a basic democratic right which
must be granted to parents and other citizei".S of the community, regardless of hovJ
qualified or competent they are perceived
to be b:t• ~he official educational establishment.
Communi t.y parti.cipC)tion in schools is
necessary because it helps alleviate the
sense of powerlessness and alienation
among parents and o~her citizens, as they
help make those decisions that affect
their lives.

73.

Community participation in the schools is
necessary in order to reestablish public
confidence in our schools.

74.

Active, sustained participation of citizens in public schools is axiomatic to
the maintenance and growth of our pluralistic, democratic society.

*78.

The value of community participa·tion lies
in its potential to ease.community tensions.

385
79.

The value of community participation lies
in its potential to serve as a preparatory
stage for an integration based on parity
instead of deficiency.
Hypothesis Five

In their assessments of the principal's crucial role
in the implementation of the policy of community participation in the affairs of the local schools,
there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.
{Questionnaire items sixty, sixty-one, sixty-five,
sixty-six and sixty-nine)

60.

Community leadership develops largely at
the will of the local school administrator.

61.

Principals are the primary resource persons to their councils influencing greatly the outcomes of the councils.

65.

Hhere the principal is genuinely concerned
with the contributions the community could
make, the participation of the community
in the affairs of its local school will be
effective.

66.

A strong supportive leadership by the principal is the most important factor in the
effectiveness of the Local School Councjl..
/

69.

In schools where principals are apathetic
to, disinterested in, or critical of citizens' participation in local school affairs, participation is nil, in spite of
how strongly the citizenry may feel about
it.
Hypo·thesis Six

In their assessments of the Chicago School Board's
and central administrationrs supportive role in the
implementation of the policy of community participation in the affairs of the local schools, there

r
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will be a significant difference among principals,
district superintendents, and local school council
leaders.
(Questionnaire items sixty-two., sixty-three, sixtyfour, sixty-seven and sixty-eight}

62.

The Chicago School Board and the central
administration have made a real commitment
to the policy of con~unity participation
in local school affairs.

63.

The Chicago School Board and central administration have been adequately supportive in the preparation of our commu~ity
for an effective participation in the affairs of our local school.

64.

The Chicago School Board and central administration have been adequately supportive
in preparing the principals to meet the
challenges of community participation.

67.

The Chicago School Board and central ad.J.-n.inistration have been adequately supportive
to our community in the actual implementation of the Board's policy of community
participation in the affairs of our schools,
specifically by ass:i.sting cozmnunity mem-bers become informed and competent partie~·
ipants.
·

68.

The Chicago School Board and central administration have been adequately supportive
to the principals in their efforts to ;
implement the Board's program of community
participation in local school affairs.
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Intervie'..v Item Relatedness to H.:l.E_otheses
In the present section the Intervie\v Instrument of
the study was presented in a form indicating the relatedness
of the items to the hypotheses of the study.
Hypothesis One
In their stances regarding the theory of community
participation in the affairs of the local schools, ·
there will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders.
{Item one)
1.

What is your stand or. co~~unity participation
in local school affairs?
What kind of participation do you have in
mind?
a.

What is your stand regarding community
participation in the area of Personnel?
Reasons?

b.

t·Jhat is your stand regarding community participation in the area of
Curriculum?
Reasons?

c.

What is your stand regarding community participation in the area of
Policies and Procedures?
Reasons?

d.

What is your stand regarding community
participation in the area of Finance?
Reasons?
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Hypothesis Two
In their assessments of the workability of local
school councils in the practice of community participation in local school affairs, there will be
a significant difference among principals, district
superintendents, and local school council leaders.
(Items bvo and seven)
2.

Do you assess the current practice of community participation in local school affairs as
successful?
Reasons?
a.

In terms of Structure?
Reasons?

b.

In terms of Operation?
Reasons?

c.

In terms of Accomplishments?·
Reasons?

d.

In terms of Firmness-of-Practice?
Reasons?

e_

Future-as-Present?
Reasons?

f.

Future-with-Increase?
Reasons?
Hypothesis Three

There will be a significant difference between
(1) the principals' stance on the theory and their
stance on the practice of community participation
in local school affairs, (2) the district superintendents' stance on the theory and their stance on
the current practice of community participation in
local school affairs, (3) the local school council
leaders' stance on the theory and their stance on
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the current practice of cornr:mnity participation
in local school affairs.
(Items one, two, and seven)
Hypothesis Four
There will be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school
council leaders regarding the bases on which they
accept or reject community participation in local
school affairs.
{Item three)
3.

On what grounds do you justify commun·i ty participation in local school affairs?
Reasons?
a.

On educational grounds?
Reasons?

b.

On non-educational grounds? Reasons?
Hypot:hesis Five

In their assessments of the principal's crucial
role in the implementation of the policy of community participation in the affairs of the local
schools, there will be a significant difference
among principals, district superintendents, and
local school council leaders.
{Item four)
4.

Do you think that the role of the prir:cipal in
the implementation of a policy of community
participation in local school affairs is
crucial?
Reasons?
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Hypothesis Six
In their assessments of the Chicago School Board's
and central administration's supportive role in the
implementation of the policy of community part.icipation in the affairs of the local schools, there will
be a significant difference among principals, district superintendents, and local school council
leaders.
(Items five and six)
5.

Do you think that the role of the School Board
in the implementation of the policy of community participation in the affairs of the local
schools has been supportive?
Reasons:

6.

Do you think that the role of the central administration in the implementation of the
policy of co~~unity participation in the affairs of the local schools has been supportive?
Reasons?

APPENDIX S
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•rABLE 55
l'1BANS AND ST.l\NDl-\RD DEVIATIONS OF THE srrANCt<.::S ON THE THEORY OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
IN l·OCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS OF PRINCIPALS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL LEADERS
OF' CAUCASIAN, BLACK, HISPANIC .AND INTEGR£\TED SCHOOLS

Respondent
Classification

Principals

L.S.C.L.

Caucasian
Schools

Black
Schools

Hispanic
Schools

Integrated
Schools

N

=

24

N

X

=

2.55

x = 2.79

s

=

0.44

s

=

0.68

5

:.:

0.81

s

=

0.67

N

= 16

N

=

29

N

=

12

N

=

6

x=

3.49

X= 4.00

=

1.16

s

x = 3.34
s

=

0.56

=

49

x = 3.85
s

=

0.71

N

=

16

x = 2.45

s

N

=

15

x = 2.77

=

w

0.76

\.0
N

..

TABLE 56
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES ON THE PRACTICE OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
IN LOCAI, SCHOOL AFFAIRS OF PRINCIPALS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL LEADERS
OF CAUCASIAN, BLACK, HISPANIC AND ·INTEGRATED SCHOOLS
Respondent
Classification

Principals

L.S.C.L.

Caucasian
Schools

Black
Schools

=

Hispanic
Schools

N = 24

N

x = 2.10

x=

s = 0.70

s = 0.56

s.= 0.76

N = 16

N == 29

N

x=

3.22

x = 3.19

x=

s = 0.58

s = 0.86

Integrated
Schools

=

49

N = 16

N

2.60

x=

x=

2.87

=

0.44

=

2.82

s

15
w
w

\.0

12

N = 6

3.86

x = 3.33

s = 0.70

s = 0.88

__,

1

'rABLE 57
NEANS AND STANDARD DEVIA'riONS OF THE EDUCATIONAL BASES OF THE STANCES ON COMMUNITY
PJ:,RTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS OP PRINCIPALS AND I,OCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL
. LEADERS OF CAUCASIAN, BLACK, HISPl\NIC AND INTEGRATE:D SCHOOLS
Respondent
Classification

Principals

Caucasian
Schools
N

=

24

N == 49

X

=

3.19

x

s = 0.90
N
L.S.C.L.

Black
Schools

X

=
=

= 3. 44

s ::.: 0.66

16

N

=

4.02

x

= 4.24

s == 0.51

29

s ::.: 0.55

Hispanic
Schools

= 16
x = 3.39

N

Integrated
Schools
N

= 15

X= 3.65

s

=

0.76

s ::: 0.60

N

=

12

N == 6

4.27

X = ,4. 67

x=

s = 0.70

s

=

0.45

w
\0
.;:.

,

'rABLE 58
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE NON-EDUCATIONAL BASES OF THE STANCES ON COMMUNITY
PAL't'.riCIPA'riON IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS OJ:o' PRINCIPALS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL
.
LEADERS OF CAUCASIAN, BLACK, HISPANIC AND INTEGRATED SCHOOLS
H.cspondon t
Classification

Caucasian
Schools

N
Principals

X
s

=
=

B

3.32

x=

= 0.91

x ==

3.96

=

0.47

s

= 49

24

N = 16

r.. s.c.L.

Dlack
Schools

s

:=

=
:X =
s =
N

3.58
0.63
29
4.oo
0.40

Hispanic
Schools

Integrated
Schools

= 16
x = 3.46
s = 0.64

N

=
x=
s =

=
x=
s =

N

N

12
4.10
0.56

=
x=

15
3. 82

w
\.0
Ul

s

N

= 0.58
6
4.56
0.36

~

rrABLE 59

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES ON THE CRUCIAL ROLE OF THE PRINCIPAL IN THE
. PRAC'l'ICE OF COt-lMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS OF PRINCIPALS AND LOCAL
SCHOOL COUNCIL LEADERS OF CAUCASIAN,·BLACK, HISPANIC AND INTEGRATED SCHOOLS

-=

Respondent
Classification

---

Caucasian
Schools
N

Principals

x=
s

L.S.C.L.

=
=

24
3.23
0.56

Black
Schools

=
x=

N

Hispanic
Schools
N

3.22

x=
=

3.21

N

= 15

X= 3.32

0.84

s

=

0.80

N

=

6

3.58

= 12
x = 3.72

0.69

s ::;:: 0.85

s

s = 0.74

s

N = 16

N = 29

N

x ==

3.44

x=

=

0.67

s

=

s

= 16

49

Integrated
Schools

X = 3. 90

=

0.83

w
1.0
0'1

~

TABLE 60
STP.NDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES ON THE SUPPORTIVE ROLE OF THE SCHOOL BOARD
AND CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAM OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPA'riON IN LOCAL SCHOOL A'E'FAIRS OF PRINCIPALS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL LEADERS
OF CAUCASIAN, BLACK, HISPANIC AND INTEGRATED SCHOOLS

~1EANS AND

R.espond.ent
Classification

Caucasian
Schools
N

Principals

=

24

X = 2.31
s = 0.77

N

=

49

x = 2.17
s = 0.74

= 16
x = 2.52

N

s = 0.70

s = 0.88

N
L.S.C.L.

Black
Schools

=

x=

Hispanic
Schools

Integrated
S.chools

N = 16

N = 15

x = 2.45
s = 1.04

x=

2.56

=

0.74

= 12

=
x=

29

N

2.70

x=

3.10

s = 1.23

s
N

6
2.40

s = 1. 49

w

\0
-...1

TABLE 61
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS OF CAUCASIAN, BLACK, HISPANIC
AND INTEGRATED SCHOOLS ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
Respondents
F'rom

Caucasian
Schools

Black
Schools

Stances on
Theory

Integrated
Schools

= 24

N

= 24

N

X

=

x = 2.10

s

= 0.44

2.55

·

Stances on
Stances on
Educational Non-Educational Bases
Bases
N

= 24

N

=

24

Stances on Stances on
Principal's
Board's
Role
Role
N

=

24

x=

3.19

x = 3.32

x =3.23

=

0.90

s = 0.91

s

=

N = 24

x=

2.31

=

0.77

s

=

0.70

s

N = 49

N

=

49

N = 49

N = 49

N = 49

N = 49

x = 2.79

x = 2.60

x

x=

x = 3.22

X= 2.17

s = 0.56

s = 0.66

s = 0.63

s

= 0.74

s = 0.74

N = 16

N = 16

N = 16

N = 16

N = .16

N

x

= 2.45

x=

2.82

x = 3.39

x = 3.46

x=

3.21

x = 2.45

s

= 0.81

s

=

0.76

s

=

=

0.84

s

=

1.04

N

=

15

N .:: 15

N

= 15

N

=

15

2.77

x = 2.87

X =3.65

x=

3.82

= 15
x = 3.32

s ::: 0.67

s = 0.44

s = 0.60

s = 0.58

s :.: 0.80

s = 0.74

s
Hispanic
Schools

Stances on
Practice

=

X.=

0.68

= 3.44

0.76

3.58

s

=

N

= 15

0.64

s

0.56

N

s

w
co

1.0

=

16

X= 2.56

·~

'rABLE 62

AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL LEADERS OF
CAUCASIAN, BLACK, HISPANIC Ai'lD INTEGRA'rED SCHOOLS ON CO!vlMUNITY PARTICIPATION
IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFE'AIRS

MEM~S

-·------··Re~pondents

From
Caucasian
Schools

Black
Schools

Hispanic
Schools

Integ-rated
Schools

-·--------

Stances on
Theory
N = 16

Stances on
Pract.ice
.
N

= 16

Stances on
Stan~es on
Educational Non-EducaBases
tional Bases
N = lf)
N = 16

= 0.51

s = 0.47

s = 0.67

s

=.

0.70

29

N = 29

N

= 29

x=

4.00

x=

x=

=

0.40

s = 0.69

0.56

s

N

=

29

N = 29

N = 29

N

x ==

3.l9

x=

4. 24

s

=

0.86

s

=

0.55

s

N

=

12

N

=

12

N

3.86

x=

=

N

= 12

0.71

x=

3.49

x::

s

=

1.16

s

N

=

6

N = 6

x = 4.00
s = 0.76

= 0.70

x = 3.33
s = 0.88
------

4.27

=

= 12
x = 4.10

N

s

= 0.56

s

=6

N

=6

N

X = 4.67

x=

s = 0.45

s = 0.36

4.56

=

3.44

3.58

12

X= 3.72

s::.: 0.70
N

= 16
2.52

=

s

N

x=

s

x = 3.85

= 16

x=

:X= 3.22

s

N

x = 3.96

3. 34

0.58

-

4.02

x=

x=

=

Stances on Stances 011
Board's
Principal's
Role
Role

= 0.85
=6

X = 3. 90

s

=

0.83

s
N

w

2.70

= 0.88
= 12

x=

3.10

=

1. 23

s

----N = 6

x=
s

=

2.40
1. 49

\.0
\.0

,

TABLE 63
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIA'riONS OF 'I'HE STANCES OF PRn~IPAI... S, GROUPED BY TYPE OF SCHOOL
ADMINISTERED, ON COMMUNITY PAR'riCIPATION' lN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
-=-~--=::..~~..::-::---

:

=-=-

--

Type of
Stances on
Theory

School

-

tCJ

6

I<g. to 8

Stances on
Educational
Bases

=

N ::: 25

N

X == 2. 78

X = 2. 77

x=

s = Oo72

s

N
I<g.

=

Stances on
Practice

25

=

25

x = 3 o23

= 0.45

s = 0.65

s == Oo65

s

=

N

=

70

0.62

25

N

X= 3.43

.X == 2 o68

s

=

3.33

X = 2 o65
0.67

-

Stances on
Principal's
Role

N

N

=

Stances· on
Non-Fduca·tional· Bases

25

N ::::: 70

s

7

=

0.78

Stances on
.Board's
Role
N

=

25

X = 2.20

s = 0.76

=

70

x = 3.44
s

=

0.74

= 70
:X = 3.59

=
x =

70

N

= 70

3. 28

X

=

2o33

s = 0.69

s

=

Oo66

s

=

Oo80

=

9

N = 9

N

N

--------·-N = 9
High

School
Regular

X

= 2o61

s

=

0.26

=
x=
s =
N

~

0
0

=

9

N = 9

N

3 o33

x=

x=

2.89

x=

=

0.8 9

s ::: 0 97

9

N

2.62

x=

0. 94

s = 0.91

3.39

s:;::: 0.95

s

2. 38
0

""'Il

'l'ABLE 64
MEANS AND STANDARD DINIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, GROUPED BY PRIN:IPAL REPORTED
SOCIO-FJ::ONOMIC STATUS OF SCHOOL, ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
=--- ; ,.

~-

---

Socio-.
Fconorrn.c
S~atu?
of Scnool

rm-

Stances on
Theory

s

=
=
=

N

= 30

N :-: 30

X

= 2. 68

x = 2.87

s

=

s

=

0.60

N

=

38

N

=

38

2. 67

x=

0.73

s

N
High

Average

Low

Very Low

Stances on
Practice

X

x=
s =

9
2.54
0.64

0.45

-

=
x=
s =
N

9

=9
x = 3. 01
s = 1.14

=9
x = 3.15
s = 1.20

2.56
0.83

N
X

=
=

s ==

30
3.43
o.~to

N

= 30
x = 3. 54
s = 0.73
N

--

= 38
x = 3.42
s = 0. 64
N

2.52
0.65

-

N

= 26

x

=--=

2.75

= 26
x = 2.80

s

=

0.78

5

N

::::

..=-c=

stances on
Non-E.iuca.tional Bases

N

------·

=

.

stances on
]J:lucational
Bases

0.44

N

=

x=

N

=

38

x = 3. 57

stances on
Principal's
Role
N

=9

x=
s

= 0.4 3

s

=

0.83

=

38

N

3.20

x = 2.18
s = 0.86

x=

= 0.8 5

26

N

=

26

3. t!B

X :::: 3.61

=
x=

··--~----------

x = 2.51

N

s

0.69

9

= .0. 61

0.55

=

=

s

x = 3.25

=

s

N

= 30
x = 2.34
s = 0.8 6

N :::: 30

s

s = 0.73

3. 04

Stances on
Board's
Role

N

s

N

= 38

= 26

26

N

3. 31

x=

2.36

=

0.66

= 0.72

s

~

0

1-'

,
TABLE 65
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS, GROUPED BY DESCRIPTION OF THE
HISTORY OF LOCAL SCHOOL-c0l-1MUNITY SITUATION, ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
IN LOCAL .SCHOOL AFFAIRS
·;:·
,
of
Local ~chool-Stances on
Comnmn1.ty
Th 0
SituQtion
e ry

r~

=

H~story

Stances on
Pract.ice

-----~-----

Uneventful

and Downs

s

= 0. 58

s

= 1 . 01

N

=7

N

=7

N

=

3. 26

x

= 3.48

:X

= 3.20

X= 1.80

x=

3.13

x = 3.38

s

=

0.51

s

=

0.55

s

N

=7

N

=

7

0.74

=7
x = 2.68

x=

2. 52

x=

N

14

N

N

= 14
2.03

7

s

= 0.70

s = 0.78

s

=

0.70

s

=

0.61

s

= 1.20

s

N

=

N

= 36

N

= 36
= 3.17
= 0.81

N

=

36

N

=

36

N = 36

36

x = 2.61
s = 0.74

= 46

x=
s =

2.47

:X

0.63

s

46

= 46
x = 3.68

x=

2.79

x

=
=

=

0.55

s

= 0.51

s

----------

= 0.61

2. 54

N
Construetive

.X =

x =-

=

Stances on
Board's
Role

x

x = 2.46

N

Stances on
Principal's
Role

= 14
= 3.19

=

N

N

vlith Ups

= 14

Stances on
Non-Educational Bases

N = 14

s

Explosive

= 14

Stances on
E:lucational
Bases

N

2.96

--------

N

s

= 0.63

=

0.71

x = 3.33

x=

2. 97

x=

s == 0.85

s

=

0.65

s == 0.59

= 46

N

= 46

N

x=
s

=

N

=

2.24

46

3.74

x = 3.48

x = 2.52

0.57

s :::: 0.65

s :::: 0.84

""'

0
N

1
TABLE 66
MEANS AND ST.ANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENrS, GROUPED BY TliE
DESCRIPTION OF THE HISTORY OF LOCAL DISTRICT-COMMUNITY SITUATION, ON COMMUNITY
PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS .

tory

Jil.s
of I,oca!. DistrictCommunity
Stances on
Situn tion
Theory

=1
x = 1. 50
s = o.o
N

Uneventful

N
X

Explosive

s

------

=3
= 2.92
= 0.11

=5
x = 2. 92
s = 0.70
N

With. Ups
a.nl Downs

--·-·-- -·-·-·-·--·--·-·

N

=

x=

1
2.67

s

=

0.0

N

=

3

x =

2.56

s

= 0.64

N

=

x

= 2.43

s

=

5

0.90

Stances on
Educational
BaSP.S

Stances on
Non-Fducational Bases

=1
x = 2.00
s = 0.0

=1
x = 2. 33

=3
x = 3.20
s = 0.40

=3
x = 3.33
s

=

0.33

=5
x = 3.43
s = l. 00

N

=

5

N

N

N

N

s

=

0.0

N

Stances on
Principal's
Role

=1
x = 3.60
s = 0.0

=1
x = 2.40
s = 0.0

=
x=
s =

3

N

2.8 o

x = 2.53

0.72

s

=

0.83

N

=

5

x

:=

2. 28

s

=

0.79

N

=7
= 2. 54
= 0.56

N

N

s

= 1~37

=5
x = 3.32
s = 1.12

x = 3.43

Stances on
Board's
Role

N

N

=7
x = 3.32

N :::: 7

N

=7

N

=

7

N

X = 2. 97

I

= 3. 97

x

=.:

4.oo

x = 3.60

X

s == 0.95

s

s

=

s :; ;: 0.51

s :::: 0.4 0

s

N

Construe·tivc

Stances on
Practice

=

0.30

0.62

=

7

c-------------·----·-·--·--·------···---·-·-·---···--·--··----------

= 3

.;:..
0

w

'""'IIII

'.C'ABLE 67

I>:T.EA.NS J..liD sr.rANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STAM:!ES OF LOCAL SCHOOL COUM:!IL LEADERS, GROUPED BY
DESCRIPTION OF THE HISTORY OF LOCAL ·SCHOOir-COMMUNITY SITUATION, ON COMMUNITY
PAt~TICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL Al''FAIRS

Hlstory of

stances on

I.ocal School··stances on
Community
Theory
Situation
Uncventfu.l

Explosive

Stances on
Practice

N == 5

N

=

x=

x

= 2.3 9

3.62

5

.:.&:lucational
Bases
N

=

Stances on
.Non-Eiucat:ional Bases

5

N

x=

4. 28

.A

v

Stances on

=5

=

5

N

-

4.13

x=

0.56

s = 0.86

s = 1. 06

s == OeZ6

s

="'

0.44

s

=

N ::: 3

N :-:: 3

N

=

3

N

=3

N

3.92

011

Board's
Role
N

=

5

x = 1.52
s

=

0.48

=3

N

=

3

X

= 3. 93

X

2. 33

=

s

=
=

x

= 3. 64

X = 2.40

X

=

4. 00

X=,3.83

s

=

8

= 0.84

s

=

0.20

s

=

0.29

s

=

0.43

Stanc;s

Principal's
Role

0.64

~

0.81

-----·--··--·-----------------------------------------------------N = 24
N = 24
N = 24
N == 24
N = 24
N = 24
vhth Ups
ani Downs

Construct i.ve

.._

___ __ ___ ...
,..

,

X= 3.73

X= 3.31

X

4.12

X

=

3.95

X = 3.42

s = 0.8 2

s:::: 0.70

s

=

0.40

s

s

=

N

X

= 31
= 3.63

X

s

=

s = (L 64

0.86

0. 78

N

= 3J.
= 3.61

N

= 31

N ::: 31

x=

4.33

X= 4.16

=

0.52

s

s

=

~----·--------~-":-----------·---·---~---------··--··-----·-·-----\

0.51

=

X = 2. 62

0.74

s

=

0.80

= 31
x = 3.66
s = 0.70

N

=-=

.31

N

x =

~
0

2.99

s ::: 1 . 04

TABLE 68
MEAHS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STAN.::;.ES ON THE THEORY OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN
LCCAI~

SCHOOL AFFl\IRS OF PRINCIPAIJS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL
FROM LOCAL SCHOOL-CO~WUNITY AND DISTRICT-cOMMUNITY SITUATIONS ASSESSED BY
'rHE RESPONDENTS AS UNE..VENTFUL, EXPLOSIVE, WITH UPS AND DOWNS, AND CONSTRUCTIVE

LE~JERS

..
Resporrl en·t
Classification

L.s.c.s.
Uneventful

Principals

= 14
x = 2.46

x=

s ::: 0.74

s

=

N

L.S.C.S.
Explosive
N

=

L.s.c.s.
with Ups and
Downs

L.S.C.S
Constructive

2. 68

= 36
x = 2. 61

x = 2.79

0.70

s = 0. 74

s

= 0.55

=
x=

5

N

7

2.92

X

=
=

0.70

s

=

0.95

=

31

7

N

N

= 46

-

=1
x = 1.50
s = 0.0

x = 2.92

N == 5

N

Dis·trict
Superintendents

L.S.C.L.

~{

=

3.62

s == 1.06

N == 3

=

N

3.32

s

=

N·= 3

N

= 24

N

x ==

3.64

x

= 3. 73

x = 3. 63

0.43

s

=

s

s

s

=

0.11

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

0.86

= 0. 78

~

0
U1

TABLE 69
r.-u:-:1\.NS AND STAr.JDARD DE.VIATIONS OF THE STAOCES ON THE PRACTICE OF COML'1UNITY PARTICIPATION IN
LOChl.. SCHOOL AFF'AIRS OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS AND LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL
I.,FA"1ERS FROM LOCAL SCHOOL-COM...'1UNITY AND DISTRICT-COHi"iUNITY SITUATIONS ASSESSED BY
'l'HE RESPONDENTS AS UNEVEN'EFUL, EXPJ~OSIVE, WITH UPS AND DOWNS, AND CONSTRUCTIVE
~

m

=e:===-r:*""'=""""

Respondent
Class if ica.tion

L.S.C.S.
Unev.ent ful
N = 14

Pr ir!c ipals

X

s

=
=

2.54
0.51

N = 1

District·
Superintendents

---============-

_..

L.S.C.S.
Explosive

L.S.C.S.
with Ups and
Downs

L.S.C.S.
Constructive

=7
:X = 2.52
s = 0.78

N = 36

N

x

x = 2.96

N = 3

N

=

2.47

=

46

s

= 0.51

N = 5

N

=

s

=

0.63

7

X

=

2.67

x=

2.56

x = 2.43

x :::

2.97

s

=

0.0

s = 0.64

s = 0.90

s

=

0.30

=
x=
s =

24

N = 31

3. 31

x=

0.82

s

r.. s .c .L.

=

N = 5

N

X = 2.39

x = 2.40

s

= 0.26

3

N

s :::: 0. 8-4·.·······
/

/

=

3. 61

0.64

~

0
0'\

TABLE 70
MJ<:ANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE EDUCATIONAL BASES OF THE STANCES ON COl'..MUNlTY
PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS
AND LOCAL SCHOOL COU~IL LEADERS FROM LOCP~L SCHOOL-COMMUNITY AND DISTRICTCOM!.\f.UN!'l'¥ S!T.UAT!ONS ASSESSED BY THE RESPONDENTS AS UNEVENTFUL, EXPLOSIVE, WITH UPS AND DOWNS, AND CONSTRUCTIVE

==-===

~

Respon-::1.ent
Classification

---------------·

~~======~======================~========~=a============~=======================================

L.S.C.S.

Uneventful
N = 14

Principals

X.
s

---------------------------

=
=

=
x=
N

District
Super int:end ents

L.S.C.L.

Explosive
N

x ==

N

3.26

0.70

=

0.55

s

1

N :-..: 3

N = 5

2.00

x = 3.20

:X

o;:

=

0.0

s

=

N

=

5

l'ii

=3

X = 4. 28

=

With Ups and
Downs

= 36
x = 3.17

=7

s

s

----------------

3.13

L.s.c.s.

L.s.c.s.

0.44

s

0.40

x = 4.oo
s = 0.20
-;
I

0.81

L.S.C.S.
Constructive
N == 46
X
s

=
=

3.68
0.63

== 3.48

=
x=

3.97

s

=

1.00

s

=

0.62

N

=

24

N

=

31

N

7

x = 4.12

x = 4. 33

s:.: 0.70

s

=

0.52

,j:>.

0
-...J

TABLE 71
M&\NS AND STAND.A..RD DEVIATIONS OF THE NON-EDUCATIONAL BASES OF THE STANCES ON CO.fvU'1UNITY
PAR'l'ICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS OF PRI'NCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDEN'I'S AND
LOCAL SCHOOL COUN~IL LEADERS FROM LOCAL SCHOOL-COMMUNITY AND DISTRICT-COMMUNITY
SITUATIONS ASS.ESSED BY THE RESPONDENI'S AS UNEVENTFUL, EXPLOSIVE,
WITH UPS Al.~D DOWNS, AND CONSTRUCTIVE

Respolldent
Classification

L.s.c.s.
Uneventful

N
Pr inc ipal.s

= 14

x =-~

3. 3 8

s = 0.61

Dis·trict
Superintendents

Explosive

=

3. 74

=

0.57

=

0.61

s = 0.85

=

3

N

x = 3.33

s

=

s

=

0.33

s

46
.t:o.

0

5

N = 7

3.43

X= 4.00

s

= 1.37

s = 0.51

N

=

= 31
x = 4.16

x ==

=3

5

N

x ==

4.13

x=

=

0.56

s = 0.29

s

x=

s

= 2.33

=

3.33

x=

x

=

N

3.48

=

L.s.c.s.
Constructive

36

x=

N

___,_

=

N

=1
0.0

L.S.C.S.
vJi th Ups and
Downs

7

N

N

N

r..s.c.L.

L.s.c.s.

3.83

x=
s

24
:t.95

= 0.40

N

s

=

0.51

(X)

1'ABLE 72
~lEANS

AND STANDl.JID DEVIATIONS OF 'l'HE ST.Z\.N:::ES ON THE CRUCIAL ROLE OF THE PRI.KCIPAT... IN THE
PRACTICE OF' COMMUNITY PARTICIPA.TION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT
SUPERE~TENDENTS AND l.OCAL SCHOOL COU~IL LEiillERS FROJ.\1 LOCAL SCHOOL-COMMUNITY AND
DISTRIC'r-COMl1UNITY SI'lUATIONS ASSESSED BY THE RESPONDENTS AS UNEVEN'rFUL 1
EXPLOSIVE, WITH UPS A}I'"D DOWNS 1 AND CONSTRUCTIVE

::::r:c:a:

4===

~--.---·-·

Respondent
Class if ica tion

L.s.c.s.
Uneventful

N
Principals

= 14

x = 3.19

.

~-~

-:=r===::z=;t

L.S.C.S.
Explosive

L.s.c.s.
with Ups ar.d
Downs

-========

=--'£

L.S.C.S.
Cons true ti ve

N = 7

N

= 36

N

= 46

.X= 3.20

x

= 2. 97

X

=

=

3.48

s

=

0.65

N ::: 5

N

=

7

2.so

X

~

x = 3.60

s = 0.0

s = 0.72

s

= 1.12

N :.: 5

N

=

s :::: 1.20

s

N = 1

N = 3

x = 3.60

x=

s

0.58

0.65

-·--·
District
Super intenients

L.S.C.I..

x = 3.9;!

,x

=3

=
x=
N

= 3.93
_<

3.32

s

=

0.40

24

N

=

31

3.42

x = 3.66

~

s

=

04186

s

=

·--------------------------·

0.64

s = 0.74

------··------------·

s

=

~

0

0.70

----·--

\0

TABLE 73
HEANS

AND STANDARD DEVIA'l'IONS OF THE STANCES ON THE SUPPORTIVE ROLE OF
.ll.ND THE CENTRAL ADMINISTR.n.TION IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE POLICY

===

THE SCHOOL BOARD
OF CO~J.tlUNITY
PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS OF PRINCIPALS, DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS
.~NO LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIIJ LEADERS OF LOCAL SCHOOL-COMMUNITY AND DISTRICTCOMMUNITY SITUATIONS ASSESSED BY THE RESPONDENTS AS UNEVENTF'UL,
EXPLOSIVE, WI'l1H UPS AND DOWNS, AND CONSTRUCTIVE

-

Respondent
Classification

L.S.C.S.
Uneventful

N

Principals

=

x=

L.S.C.S.
Explosive

=

14

N

2.03

x=

L.~.c.s.

with Ups and
Downs

=

7

N

1. 80

x=

L.S.C.S.
Constructive

36

N

=

2.24

x

= 2.52

46
tl:»

1-'

s ::.: l. 01

s

=

District
Superintendents

=

x

= 2.40

s

=

1

0.0

s :;:: 0.59

s

=

0.84

--

--N

0.71

=
x=
s =
N

3

N

=

5

N = 7

2.53

:X

=

2.28

x

=

2.54

0.83

s

=

0.79

s

=

0.56

N

=

24

N

=

31

2.62

x=

---·-L.S.C.L.

N = 5

N

=

x=

x

= 2.33

1. 52

s = 0.48

--·

3

s = 0.81

x~
s

= o:--so

2.99

s = l. 04

0

TABLE 74
iXIEANS AND sr.rANDAP.D DEVIATIONS OF THB STANCES OF MALE P.. N.i) FE~1ALE PRINCIPALS ON COMtlliNITY
PAR1'ICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS

-

~

l:"rincipal
R2 s pond ·2 nt s

S1:ances on
'rheory
N

Male

=

63

X= 2.74
s

=

0.70

==~==========-=====================-====~======

Stances on
Practice

Stances on
B:iucational
Bases

=

N :::: 63

N

x=

x ==

s

2.10

= 0. 67

Stances on
Non-Educational Bases

63

N ::-: 63

3.4,5

X=
s

s = 0.8l

3.59

= 0. 77

Stances on
Principal's
Role

=
x=
N

63
3.27

s:::: 0.78

S·tances on
Board's
Hole

= 63
x = 2.29
N

s

=

0.83

N

=

41

= 2.32

Female

N

=

41

N

X

=

2. 58

x = 2. 68

s :::: 0. 58

s

=
=

41

0.52

= 41
x = 3.34
s = 0.59
N

=

N == 41

N

x = 3.46

x = 3.18

X

s = 0.61

s::::0.76

s

=

0.59

41

~

1-'
1-'

TABLE 75
HEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF MALE AND FEMALE DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS
ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
~-~

D.S.

R·>c:pondont
Stances on
~::..~, · ~- ....
s
Theory

--------fl1a1 e

Fe.rnale

Stances on
Non-Educationa! Bases

Stances on
Principal' s
Role

Stances on
Board's
Role

x = 3. 56

= 14
x = 3.46

X

= 0.97

s = 0.70

s

= 14

N

=

x

=

x

= 3. 59

s = 0.89

s

= 0.63

s

=

0.88

s

N = 2

N

=

N

=

2

N = 2

N

=

x ==

2.99

x

= 2.95

X= 3.30

.X = 3.83

x

= 2.70

X = 2.40

= 0.09

s

=

s

= .0. 24

s

=

s

x=

s

3.01

2. 67

2

0.54

=

14

0.71

N

s

=

= 14
= 2.46
= 0. 60

N

N

= 14

Stances on
Practice

Stances on
Fducational
Bases

14

N

2

0.99

N

N = 2

=

1.13

~

......
N

TABLE 76
HEANS 1\ND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF H.l-\.LE A:t-..'1]) FEMALE LOCAL SCHOOL COUNCIL
LEl'~ERS ON COMMUNITY PARriCIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS

L.S.C.L.
Respondents

---

s-tances on
Theory
N

Male

Female

=

11

X= 3.95

Stances on
Practice

s·tances on
Dlucational
Bases

Mtanrds on
on- ucational Bases

Stances on
Principal's
Role

Stances on
Board's
Role

=- 11

N = 11

N = 11

N = 11

N = 11

N

x=

2. 97

x = 4.49

x = 4.30

x=

X = 2. 04

s = 0.53

s

=

0. 76

s= 0.33

s

N == 52

N

=

52

52

X = 3.60

x=

=
x=

4.18

s = 0.85

s

3.42

= 0.78

N

s

= 0.61

=

3.62

s = 0.77

s = 0.84

N = 52

N = 52

N

X = 4. 01

X = 3.60

x = 2.84

= 0.73

s = 0.96

s

=

0.40

0.47

s

y:,.

......

=

52

w

TABLE 77

MEANS AND STANDARD D:t;VIATIONS OF' THE STANCES OF' MALg AND .F'Fl~ALE PRINCIPALS 01!., CAUCASIAN,
BLACK, HISP&~IC AliD INTEGRATED SCHOOLS ON THE THEORY OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
-. ; .:
Caucasian
Principals in
Black
Schools

·~~====·"'-r~~

Principal
Respondents

Caucasian
Principals in
Caucasiat1
Schools

--·-···-------Ivlale

=

N = 13

N

:X=

X= 3.00

2.45

s == 0.50

s

=

13

0.72

:

7

===-

~---

caucasian
Black
Principals in Pr inc ipa.l s in
Black
Hispanic
Schools
Schools
N

=

14

x = 2.82
s

=

0.59

N

=

10

x = 2.50
s

=

0.91

Caucasian
Principals in
Integrate.i
Schools

N == 10
X

=

2.91

s

=

0. 68

"'"
- 1-'
~

= 11
x = 2.66
N

E?e.rna1e

= 11
x = 2.50
N

N

=

11

x = 2.78

N
X

=
=

=

4

N

4

2.29

x = 2.39

= 0.41
s = 0.52
-·--------··-----------·------------:---------------------------------s : : .: 0.36

s = 0.76

s

=

0.61

s

TABLE 78
HEA.'iS

M:W

STA:i:~DARD

BL;'I.CK, HISPANIC
•...s..=..

-~~

""'-

Principal
Rc spond en t s

-- -

DEVIATIONS OF THJ.i; STA:.'JCES OF MALE AND FEMALE PRINCIPALS OF CAUCASIAN,
A.~D INTEGRATED SCHOOLS ON THE PRACTICE OF COMHUNITY PARTICIPATION
IN LOCAL SCHOOL AF.FAIRS

=
Caucasian
Prin{;ipals in
Caucasian
Schools

=====-===

-·

~~~

====

=-==~:::r=

Caucasian
Caucasian
Black
Principals in Principals in Principals in
Hispanic
Bl.:1ck
Black
Schools
Schools
Schools

Caucasian
Principals in
Integrated
Schools

.

llials

N

= 13

X

= 2.55

s

=

0.82

=
x=
N

::::: 14

13

~

2.62

x = 2. 67

s

= 0. 51

s

=

N

11

N

= 11

X

=
=

2. 63

x=

2.44

s

= 0.48

=

0.59

0.66

N

=

x ==
s

=

10
2.78
0.85

=
x=
s =
N

10
2.94

U1

0.45

-N
Female

=

11

x = 2.88
s

=

0.49

s

=
x=
s =
N

4

2.93
0.45

=
x=
s =
N

ol:>o

1-'

4
2.67
0.42

TABLE 79
l'U~ANS

AND S'I'ANDARD DEVIATIONS OF 'rHE BASES FOR TilE ST.Ai.\l'CES OF MALE AND FEMALE PRINCIPALS
OF CAUCASIAN, BIJACK, HISPANIC AND INTI!."'GRATED SCHOOLS ON COMMUNITY PARI'ICIPATION
IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS

Principal
Respcndcnt s

Caucasian
Principals in
Caucasian
Schools

Male

N = 13

N

x=

x

3 .la

=

Caucasian
Principals in
Hispanic
Schools

14

N

= 10

Caucasian
Principals in
Integrated
Schools
N == 10

r.:

3. 68

x=

3.53

x = 3.42

x = 3.85

0.51

s

=

0.76

s

3.45

=

0.44

=

= 1. 08

s

=

0.68

s

=

= 11
x = 3 •. 3 6

N

=

11

N

= 11

N

=

4

x = 3.30

x = 3. 53

X

=

3.45

=
x=

s :-:0.59

3

s

s

=

0.27

s

N

---·-~·-------~·~-------

Black
Principals in
Black
Schools

N = 13

s

Female

Caucasian
Principals in
Black
Schools

---

= 0. 53

=-:

0.66

N

0.56

4

~

1-"
0"1

TABLE 80
MEANS AND S'rANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE EDUCA'1'!0NAL BASES FOR THE STANCES OF MALE AND FEMALE
PRINCIPALS OF CAUCASIAN, BLACK, HISPANIC AND INTEGRATED SCHOOLS ON COMMUNITY
PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
=:::::::.

..

Principal
Res pond eii t s

:::::;=::

Caucasian
Principals in
Caucasian
Schools

Caucasian
Principals in
Black
Schools

Black
Principals in
Black
Schools

Caucasian
Principals in
Hispanic
Schools

==

Caucasian
Principals in
Integrated
Schools

Mahj

--------·
Female

N

=

X

s

N :;.: : 13

N

= 3.09

x = 3. 57

x = 3.47

= 1. 07

s

13

= 0.77

s

=:.

=

14

0. 63

= 10

N 10

N

x = 3.40

X= 3.75

s

=

0.83

s = 0.66

-----------

-

=

N = 11

N

x = 3.31

x = 3.18

s = 0. 67

s

=

11

0.43

N

=

=

11

N

x=

3. 51

=

0.74

x = 3.35
s = 0.60

s

4

N = 4

x=

3.40

s = 0.28

tl:>.

1-'
-....!

TABLE 81
ivlEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE NON-EDUCATIONAL BASES FOR THE STANCES OF HALE AND
FEr-1ALE PRINCIPALS OF CAUCASIAN, BLACK, HISPANIC AND INTEGRATED SCHOOLS ON Cm-1MUNITY
PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS

Principal
Respondents

Caucasian
Principals in
Caucasian
Schools

=
x=
s =
N

1'1ale ·

13
3.26
1.14

Caucasian
Principals in
Black
Schools

=
x=
s =
N

Black
Principals in
Black
Schools

=

13

N

3.77

X== 3.58

0.68

s

=

14

0.51

Caucasian
Principals in
Hispanic
Schools

N

=

x=
s =

Caucasian
Principals in
Integrated
Schools

= 10

10

N

3.43

X= 3.94

0.74

s

4

N == 4

3.54

x=

3.50

0.16

s

=

0.58

co

=

0.56

=
x=
s =
N

Female

3. 39

= 11
x = 3. 39

0.59

s

11

N

=

0.72

=

=

11

N

x=

3.55

=

0.65

x=
s =

N

s

~

!-'

TABLE 82
fi.1BANS AND S'rANDARD DEVIN£ IONS OF THE STANCES OF' MALE AND FEl."'iALE PRINCIPALS OF CAUCASIAN,
BLACK, HISf>ANIC AND INTF...GRAT.ED SCHOOLS ON THE CRUCIAL ROLE OF THE PRINCIPAL IN THE

PRACTICE OF CO..'I.1?-1iJNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS

- -=====
P_::-incipal
Respondents

~-

Caucasi.:m
Principals in
Caucasian
Schools

Male

-=:

r

Caucasian
Principals in
Black
Schools

=

-w=-

Black
Principals in
Black
Schools

= 14

N = 13

N = 13

N

x=

3.43

x = 3. 06

x = 3.21

0.62

s

=

N = 11

N

= 11

x = 3.oo

x = 3. 01

s :: 0.37

s

s

=

0.66

-· - · =
Caucasian
Principals in
Integrated
Schools

N = 10

N

=

10

x = 3.27

x

=

3. 42

s

=

0.91

N

=

4

0.82

s

=

= 11
x = 3.55
s = 0. 72

N

X

=4
= 3.05

s

=

s

=

Caucasian
Principals in
Hispanic
Schools

0.95

\0

--J:t.,emale

·--------------· ·-

=

0.73

N

0.41

,(::.

1-'

x = 3. 05
s = 0.25

•rABLE 83
MEl\NS AND STANDARD DEVIA'l'IONS OF THE STANCES OF HALE AND FEMALE PRINCIPALS OF CAGCASIAN,
BlACl\, HISPANIC AND IN'l1 EGRA'l'ED SCHOOLS ON THE SUPPOR'riVE ROLE OF THE SCHOOL BOARD AND
CENTRAL ADM•INISTRA'l'ION IN 'l'HE IMPLEMENTATION OF COMMUNI'l'Y PARTICIPATION
IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFE'AIRS
,_.......;.:-:-~·'

Principal
Respondents

Caucasian
Principals in
Caucasian
Schools

Caucasian
Principals in
Black
Schools

Black
Pr inc ipal s in

= 13
x = 2.1a
s = 0.83

= 13
x = 2.12

= 14
x = 2.13
s = 0.91

N

Male

=
x=
N

Female

N

N

s

= 0.65
= 11

11

N

2.45

x = 2.36

5:::0.70

Black

Schools

s

=

0.74

Caucasian
Principals in
Hispanic
Schools
N

=

x=
s

10
2.48

= 1.02

Caucasian
Principals in
Integrate:l
Schools
N

=

10

x = 2.60
s

=

0.73

N

=

4

-~

= 11
x = 2. 07
N

s :.::; 0.68

=4
x = 2.35
s = 1.25
N

x=

2.45

=

0.87

s

,J::.

N
0

TABLE 84
MF.ANS AND S'I'ANDARD DEVIA'riONS OF 'rHE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS- OF CAUCASIAN, BLACK, HISPANIC
AND O'rHER RACIAL-ETHNIC BACKGROUNDS ON COMMUNI'l'Y PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
S-tances
on
Racial/Et:hnic
Background
Theor:r:
N = 75

--Stances

Pr~nc~pals'

Caucasian

x ;.;:

2.62

Stances on
Practice

= 75
x = 2.76
N

s = 0.67

s

=

= 26

N

= 26

N

0.59

Stances on
Educational
Bases
N

= 75

X= 3.36

Stances on
on
Principal's
Non-EducaRole
tional Bases
N = 75
N = 75

x ==

3.51

x=

3.23

0.79

N = 26

N

= 26

N

=

26

x=

N

=

26

x=

3.47

x=

= 0.62
N = 2
x = 2.48
s = 0 .Bl
N = 1
x = l. 33
s = 0.0

s

=

0.66

s

= 0.55

s

N = 2

N

=

Hispanic

= 0.58
N = 2
x = 3.18

x = 4.00

x

= 3.75

=
x=

3. 30

s = 0.57

s

=

0.59

s

=

0.14

=
x=

1

N

=

1

N

=

1

4.00

x=

4.00

x = l. oo

Other

1. 00

N

=

l

x = 2.37
s

---·----·---------

=

0.0

N

=
____

s

0.0
,

2.38

=

= 0.76

x = 2.58

=

x=
s

s

2.80

s

= 75

= 0.66

= 0.76

x,..

s

N

s

s

Black.

s

Stances Oil""
Board's
Role

s

3.58

2

= 0.0

= 0.78

N

s

3. 33

=

2

0.0

x=
s

2.15

= 0.81

=2
x = 2. oo
s = 0.00
N = 1
x = l. oo
s = 0.0
N

~
~

1-'

TABLE 8 5

,.

I\fEANS AND STANDARD DEVIl\TIONS OF THE STANCES OF DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS OF CAUCASIAN AND
BJ.. 1,CK RACI..1\L BACKGROUNDS ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
.,....,-·.=

.~

D.S.
Hacinl
Backqround

Stances on
Theory

--

=
x=
N

Caucasian

Black

Stances on
Practice

=9

9

N

2.78

x=

2.56

s = 0.88

s

=

N = 7

N

=7

x = 3.29

x=

s = 0.73

s

=

0.71

Stances on
Educational
Bases

=9
x = 3. 27
s = 1.01
N

Stances on
Non-Educational Bases
N

=

x=
s

9
3. 37

= 1.14

Stances on
Principal's
Role

=
x=
N

Stances on
Board's
Role

=9

9

N

3.16

X = 2.29

s = 0.84

~

s

=

0.65

2.90

=7
:X = 3.91

X

3.38

:X = 3. 63

X

=

0.42

s ='0.36

s = 0.41

s = 0.57

s

= 0.60

N

N = 7

=

N

=7

N = 7
2.66

IV
IV

TABLE 86
AND S'l'ANDARD DE\TIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF PRINCIPALS DISPLAYING VARIOUS LENGTHS 01:!,
EXPERIENCE IN 'l'I-IE ADMINISTRATIVE FIELD ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS

M.EAHS

-r>Eirioao£
I'irst J!..s·Stances on
sigrrrnent
Theory
_.!:_,~ __!'}"inc ipal
23

N

x ::

2.69

x=

2.10

s

=

0. 68

s

=

0.56

= 23
x = 3.32
s = 0.77

N

=

48

N

=-=

48

N

N

1951 to
1960

1961 to
1970

1971 to
197 5

x = 2.62

=

23

x = 2.64

N

=

=

0.63

s

=

0.68

s

N

=
=
=

32

N

=

32

2. 75

x

= 2. 75

0.69

s

=

=
x=
s =

X

0.55

----.-------~---

N

=

-

Stances on
Non-Educational Bases
N

=

23

x = 3.48
=

N
X

=
=
=

N

=

23

3.12

X

=

2.45

0.63

s

=

0.64

N

=

48

X

2.29

s

=
=

48

N

3. 51

X

= 48
= 3.12

0.77

=
x=
s =

0. 81

s

=

32

N

32

3.55

X

=
=

0.65

s

=

0. 53

= 32
x = 3.49
s = 0.58

N

3.63

N

Stances on
Board 1 s
Role

23

s

48

s

Stances on
Principal's
Role

0.73

x = 3.36

s

s

·-------·

=

Stances on
Practice

Stances on
Educational
Bases

0.81

N
X
s

,r:.

0.88

= 32
= 2.16
= 0.74

tv

w

TABLE 87
MEANS A.ND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STAOCES OF 't'WO GROUPS OF PRINCIPALS CORRESPONDING TO
'i'HE TWO DIFFEREN'r NETHODS OF PRINCIPAL CERTIFICA'i'ION AND PRINCIPAL SELEC'i'ION PROCEDURES
ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
~~...

•

=-

-

Ce:r tif ic at ion
& Selection
Stances on
Methods
Theory

Old.
Method

N

= 73

X

=-=

s

=

2.66
0.65

-

~

"'""'==:=:;;·-

Stances on
Practice
N

=

73

X == 2.67

s = 0. 64

R

Stances on
Educational
Bases

=-

====-===-==:::======

Stances on
Non-Educational Bases

Stances on
Principal 1 s
Role

Stances on
Board 1 s
Role

N :::: 73

N

= 73

N

= 73

N

= 73

X- 3.35

X ::: 3.49

X

=

X

2.36

31

s

=

0.76

s:: 0.77

s

=

0.74

s

=
=

N

=

31

N = 31

N

=

31

N

=

J. 54

x=

x=

3.52

x = 2.17

s = 0.57

s = 0.75

3.12

0.82

·-'
New
Method

N == 31

N

=

X= 2.72

x

2. 7 s

s = 0.68

s = 0.56

31

x=

s = 0.66

s

3.64

= 0.53

>f>,.

I'V
~

TABLE 88
r.-IEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 01" THE STANCES OF PRIN:IPALS GROUPED BY THEIR SELECTION OF
1
PI..ANS FOR FUTURE' ON COMMUNITY PAR'fiC IPA'l'ION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
~----:-:;..-=.::;~;::::.·~~~..--=:..:::

.k

-

=;

·=~~-

:?r inc ipal

Selection

of Future
Plans

Hc~nai n
Pr i.ncipal

Stances on
Theory

Higher

=

56

N

x

"=

2.66

x = 2.73

s

=

0.64

s

X

=

2.87

s = 0.64
N
Move out of
1\dministra--

=

N

N == 31
tv1ove

Stances on
Practice

=

x=

=

56

0.53

= 31
x = 2.84
N

s

=

4

N

=4

2.32

x=

0 64
0

2. 21

;:a;

_,.,.....

Stances on
Educational
Bases

=

i

Stances on
Non-Educational Bases

---===

Stances on
Principal's
Role

--

===..,...,

Stances on
Board's
Role

N

=

56

N

=

56

N

= 56

N

=

56

X

=

3. 38

X

o=

3.51

X == 3.17

X

o:

2.36

s

=

0.66

s

=

0.59

s = 0.72

s

= 0.75

31

N

=

3.49

x

= 2.30

0.65

s

=

·----------------------------·~--------------------------·

= 31
= 3.59

x = 3.74

x=

s = 0.81

s=0.76

s

=

N

=4

N

X

N

=4

x = 3.10

N

N

=

31

=4

x=

3.21

N

=

x = 2.85

N

X

31

0.85

=4
= 1.85

= 0.35
s = 0.85
s = 1.23
s = 0.81
·------------------------------------------------------·----------·--------------------------------------------7·
N = 12
N = 12
N = 12
N = 12
N = 12
N = 12
x = 2.39
X= 3.03
x = 3.08
x = 2.22
x = 3 .19
Hetire in
X = 2.35
F lve Years
s = 0.59
s = 0.83
s = 0.71
s = 0.91
s = 0.52
s = 0.94
tive I·'ield

s

=

0.62

s

= 1.05

s

tl::>

"'
l.n

TABLE 8 9

MEANS AND srl'ANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE STANCES OF DISTRIC'r SUPERINTENDENTS GROUPED BY THEIR
SELECTION OF 'PLANS FOR FUTURE' ON COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN LOCAL SCHOOL AFFAIRS
-----

~-==-:~=-:..:-::.:::...~~~~.,...

:-

-~--~

D. S. Sel cction of

Fu-~

t•1r;:--:: Plans

Rem<:: in

D. S.

Move
Higher

Move out of

s·tances on
·rheory

Stances on
Practice

=

N = 10

N

x = 2.99

x = 2.60

10

5

= 1.06

s

N

=

N "" 5

5

=

0.68

Stances on
Ed.ucational
Bases

=

--

==-~-

S·t:ances on
Non-:Educational Bases

= 10

N

x = 3.46

x

=
=

s

= 1.11

= 10
x = 3.32
s = 0.71

N

=

N

N

s

=

N

=5

1.01

10

3.48

.5

x

=

3.04

x=

2.93

x = 3.88

s

=

0.23

s

=

0.50

s

=

0.23

s

=

0.46

N == 0

N

=

0

N

=

0

N

=

=

N

=

0

N

=

0

N

=

rm:

Stances on
Principal's
Role
N

=

5

Stances on
Board r s
Role
N

= 10

x = 2.38
s

=

0.62

N

=

5

x=

3.72

x=

s

=

0.58

s :;.:: 0.57

0

N

=

0

N

=

0

0

N

=

0

N

=

0

x = 3 .a o

2.76

Administra ·t.ive Field

N

0

Retire in
Fiv'= Years

-·····---·------------------------------·

-----------·

.r.:.
tv
0"1

APPENDIX C
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f).,

.r.1,•·,

'J.

1.1,.;'(;

,f~a:-c·!.!

42E

!jr i~'l£nt ent·o! led ir course~
by the Depattl'tCflt c.•f feutl'tan th~:h.tiont of

S.dueqve-nt 1y.

th~

tr.o acard of £a"c>t>M· On febr•ory 19. 1970. the
~~ Hl..,3:'1t ,..a"\ inf.-Ff!'ffd by the 8l:~e&u of Tear.her
P~r!o~l"tf tkat s:.-:~ e.::pn·aes .dicl I'IOt fuJfiiJ the
reOuirc:l"lle-r..ts o! S.ectic,n 't-ll of tht Rt~ies of the
8oa• e Qt td"o:"t 1o,... l in_ce th~} we,•t r.o-: pur sued irt
&1'1 acc'e.Cite.d tnst;t,JtJOtt cf' le.Hn1ng. Th6ref.>re.

ihe

st~dr

l'ave wts rt5Ctnd•d ano the grievant

~en.1<:.r.eQ a reoi):.-.ati~, lAd ttl oroer tn maintain
t','!r tetehing Certi\ lc~te ,_;,, Alel<s wa!!o re.ap~u,ted
tt" ~e .. for~r ()(ISition at kelh High ~thtJOl.
ef>ect .. e Marrh 2. !970. $M is 're~ue•tinlr tn<

Pt-II~Si
IIOTIC~

RE: CL!lSt uHICES D£f.€YHcF. fq, A!W 31,

.,. .. ,. ~'IStOft •ovt:d u,at theC•n-tr&f Offic-t&. Aru
Office• ond~iatrict Offi:e• of t~e Boar<i ef Eduution~oclose~onfhur•day, D~ce.,b~r 2~andTMr•day,
D:ec~:=:ber 3f .• JS70. E~!~lo)'r-e$ in the Depf.l_th;~;1t c1
in~t•d•d i.• the hoi !days.
The usual ~·rt"ovis.jon$ ""'i11 ~~oa~e for #mergerteit&.
Playqro•J•d schedule •<i II be ad jus I !!<I: u,.,~ded by
Mr. S.Darborc, alkJ ~·. w~:t &oCt ordere~ by a vi¥1 ~oce
,.-ote~ a:~ llflr.b'!'r$ P'*'':'\t vo·tint Uttl"eft.tr.

Ooeration S11rvices will be

restoriill.iiOI"' ttf !ull $f'niority.
;lep:e"!.o!ntati\lt-1 o.f the General Supef'i""t~nd~r'lt
noteo the fact t~at Miss Aleki htd failed to
Co"'.;lly with tt:e ClQ-liCit ltrQVilion of the 8o.arc:

R•;les

~oneerrtifl'J

St1Jdy

.L~aves.

the

J.a:o~e

Glta-ce"'ent

tiM

I!OTI~~

ijo.,~ve,..

p:ttnt~d ou,t th:t t.ht. .grievanl was
~orl'l':e:- teao:hin~. DO~itlot~ at t::tfl,

the sahr>

it ~•s
reHo4"ed to tter
High Sci'\9e·j at

(70-fl~~l

5C"!~dult ,.,l:ic~

1!':t t.ad ach1e.,ect ~,j.or to th! grar:tir:g cf ssid
l"eh·~

Thtref~>re.

~~ta.iarl"

or pension tenef'its· in this ca\e. !iuwever.

the grill!va-n-t $uffered

~o

loss of

Dt3PE!!S~ WITH MHTI~G
~3, ISN

U:

0'

DECE>!SER

Hr~. Wi lo IIIOYed th•t tbe Boar< olspeoH wlt~ th•
re.!lu lo~r •eet.' ng s.chedult-cl ·1or- Decemb-er 23, 1970~
i!. \liltS &41 ordere-d b.y a
-viva voce vote, all Mmtters .or"e$6"'fi.,v;;;tint th-ere-

se::or.dej ~)' Mr-., Car~)', aAd

s•.:r•·ict "t-•1de,.ecl prio( t~ a resignatio!\ i• not
C:'lr,side:-ed in estAblishing $tnionty.

for.

rheo Grievance C"mmitte·!. having rt~tvif.wed t~e
.,."'iO!"!((. ::onr:vrs ""ith the Ge:isi~n cf th• Gt~~e-rai
S"~C,>'Ito~ent i>S>"'d on June 18. 197(1 >n<l thO

bd01ond, presentt>d a Report on Local Schocl Councils
t~ tht: Board of E~>ueat '""·

Aes~ectfu ll t.

s.ul>mi Hed.

Tne Gtner•l

Sup•••~t~ndent

of Schools, Or.

lors. Wild •oved tbat the re•port be ~men(ed as
foil ow• and ado~ ted: aecondod bY !Irs, Mali$, a11ri
it WIS l? ordered bJ '4 viva voce- vote. .a I I m!r.t

:'illtC¥AHCE COM>IIHCE

pre$ent votir.Q tharcfor.

THOI>IAS J. MURRAY
thai -m•~

ftlt~ti"~

I.

Th~

v~tere

pj>rtl¢ip.atinr.

"'"'t

aehocl a,,o the

b•

p&,·•nts

fac~lty.

in

tt.~ ~rgan!:.•ticn•l

"'the

&t..:!~nts In tha

I>IAR6ARH Ill LO
Mft..-nber

2. Ptragrap.flt I on " .. ur p-oses• sl1oulti read "to
?!rMit ~ar-.)nt'l. and '!t~.ool ;oat:-~• to .s~are in tPe

WUREH H. SACOH
Ne_tatter

pr?Cess -:Jfarriving: at deci.&l\.lns Whic.'i .affect
SC!l(tt'tij, •

bac-on mo'lled aporo.,al of tile CoMfttlle r~p-crt:
H.''.o-··d~~~ b• Hr' W1ld. and it wa' so orcr-erM bJ' a
v tv.l vo-~e ~o~e. a) I meeb!rs pre$er.t voti:~o-; there ..
M.,.

ioe4l

3. In tfte i:J~r~rapJ!! ret.art.!int me:'J'~ershi;t, tho
nt-ini!IU.!r:t b~ eh,."ged· fro111 Sl~ to 6C~ &l'ld ~M-tl"~er~h\s.)
dh'>Uld b! broaGty repret!entath·a of the -::·;fl'mun.it!

"ilh i~ th• schcol

~tt•~d•~ce

d istr i~L

ror.
(70-116l)

i4ZIV BUSIII£SS

'

Ri.I'OliT 011 LOCAl, SC~GO~ COIINC ILS TO
TH£ BOUD OF EOIItH10N
•A11er..!ed and Mcpt,Nf•

(:-c-: 158)
!tCliCH P.E: REtOioSIDZR:TtOll Of ACiiOM ftE AEPJRT OF
~URCijASE ORPEP:l IS5UEO OURIIIG CALEHOI.R YF.Ai<
Mt. 8-l';t;:n ·•O'Ied tha'. action t1ken at tto:e r-eetin;
Nu1c~ber ~s. 1970 that • Report cf Purcha1e
Or~~rs ts•ucd Ourir1 ~ C.slefld,H Year ''ot ?~ rc~uired
to be submittn:t to .the Board hen::eforth be re\:cnt idcr'-~d; secontied by Mrs. Wi I d. and It ~as so

RECOMI<IEIIDATIO~S

{bvised, Gecember 9, 11170)

K.ecom.-nt~d•·dona &""fi

based u;aon thi!! rep~rt o-f the

Ill.

of

Q(d':n:t.i ~i a 1ua 'lot.e vot~. all lnft'nD8ri prt:sent
V'J~;ng thcrtfor.

e~ar<l

of Ecucoticm CO<Pmia ... to Stud) ttoard l'toee·a~a¥d of e~·cat•

d.re•. ••;ge.tio,. aade by
m~%b~r.s

in Genel'·aJ

Clol::u~ittee on Oetobf.r 19~
~uestioona;res.

ana the c:ata fro• the

10.16

J9i".
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or:r.e-ira! of a Loc•l Set-tool or ~omtlinutton
\lf n'IQr-e th~"" ~nl! s:hool s~ould havt "Local School{s)
(';,. "l,:il. W•1ere the PTA, Cor.ctrned Part:tt:i. or
c.
r Loca1 School grovp is functtoning a,.d effec~ra.cn

ii.:e,cne of th3S!.\' gro::l')s tl'l be the Lc.cal Council.
Tbft aetrsion cf ua•nv a current orga~izatio~ or
rewrge.~;J:,nt

Ahould be !eft to llC:fj)ll'lrf.ini :~ ..eb~ing.

The ptin·":'tp-al sho~,la take Ur& in!ti~;t,ve ir1
ca11l7'g a !lubtic e:u1n~ "eeting. witn suflicJent
~chance no\i~e ;•ven b-y wa 1 \1f flyer$ to be taken
l'll)m~ by :)'J;;ih, and by pu.,l icr ty througtl w;,O'tever
UIJ.!I r.";tar.s are avai,ab1e to hi•.sucn i'J '"m'lunity
newopapers, S£1cot r.11dio '""0~"C"*me~ts, it:'t'- the J ik•.
The 1urticr~,.tin9 voters an the org.:snizatio~tat
aa~etsng5 Mutt be o.trenta of atu-der~ ts in -the scht-ol
•nC: faculty ~e~er.~bers. The pr1neipaJ can serve 11
con•·.,ne, o·: the original rr.eet1ng. but ~hc>uld request
th4t.t a

oro-·te.!r., I"Ot t:imself. bt uieetod
oJ "oon as po:.sible. Therta~t,t·, lhe

cl-,•irC~~an

e1ectt:~

or

princit.al sho~ld c~tir.ue tC~ function ir. a" 0\dvisorycr r-etl).~,;rce capa:~lty. He.or hi$. repr't•e.ntative,
th::"U~d attf'i.d &II tour;-:;d m•etin;&S.
s~otJ1d ~~

The D-kfOOS.tS vi the Coun'il

fr.J

iit.t~d ••

Tt.e ifttt•al

rtlP'-'''tibiLt~ .:Jf m(fkrr.; ftnJI ~ec•~ions re)a"ding
rih ... wttt ~t.;tter'i s~ch as fiseai pclieit!.,S!!tr,oes
o'
"'SC:"'"'tl, purchases and contracts, real estate
fr"o ... ~:.bl'lf'.S ~.,'l :onstrur.t:cn of.b"uil(!in9s. cer~i-
f t~atior. t~n·J hr:ul'~ of p1!-_rsonoei. arl2 ne~cti attOO"l~

""th
to

~e

af ... ~t;•gs sh~ul d ~~ ~opt co fi It 1'.1
tho school. t~~i•• ,h1>uld also b• ant
Di•tz let artd .o\fee cffict't

lh1S ift!:llie$ t)!.at ea~h
shou!d t'.ave one cr !flore c:;;:Je-gtteJ.

tt1e D:'\tr,ct tC:Jt;atio" Cour..:il.

MtY~beo ... ~g 11'1 ll'l~ Local Schou! t!!'~nctl shCti.!Jd ~
lHOit,)y rt,re~!'!",tfJti•Jt l)f tne eOI'It;"r.l,:r.itt •1t~ir1 th!t
~ci'loc.1 D·~1e,,ea!'lce osstrttt ar.d me~bers should be
rt:slti~r.tl rcs:l!ifl; in t!'te !'.CI-t~_,l athtnd.:tr..:r: f.istrict
r.!~r~!iot:ntat;-.,.t$

ar:d thP.

•••·'da

topi~;• c~ul:l inc'"""'~'

fotl~wing: '1tl•ct~on .,, a ;r:inc.ipel tn fi' ~ a
¥t.c.ancy: dis~i~line, ""ifldalisra #.~u! ~upiJ tor:411.:t...
curriC\IlfJ:w: s•fety of ~pils; pi'lt:~.i"-ti c, .•Mdition
•f buildin;s: CQI!IIlunity problems: sch~ol budgets:
sel\oo' po1tcies and p!'¢Cedures; •elt:r;tio~ of t'!llt~oo~es.; and. lunt·hroctm p·roblt1:t1. How&ver. ayttnd.:t
topttt need r.Gt t·! lurLited ::~ the~.e itt~\. untes'
ar. 3;encu CCIIl'!Jittee is eons.tituted. tl-,t chairm..sn
of tftc L.OCAl. Sr.-Pioe:l Council •nd 't1l8 pru~C.ifiaf. of
tne tchool Mif"l de~elop thtogeod•.lt is d.. trable

that age,c.la topics lf• given suit.tt..le a:dv?Jnc·t
pvbl h: i t1~

Rtaacuua-ble pri:ttinq irttC

t~'~'' rhHCt·C·)~>iC bFt rro.~t.

Stho:Jct ~~~unr;!l
~c

~venltt; social ce-PJt~!'s 11ight be ~i:ilt~e<J.

lli~YtU
~oated at

With eP~;;1,;.,..-ee Qrg.~.:~~r<tZ'ItiO'IS,

(2) Te ifl~or~ Dlstrtct Ed:.rcc.tion Co\ln:.i!s cf the
r."'~C::s o4 ir-el!'llidt..<!l ~chools ar;d to su2gest ho\1

sto-::~.dc

The Loe•l Scheol Cov•cil •~ould uet ft!onlhl 1
d1.1ring ear.h s.e?ont >'"'·It ahai I ~&ratt ce~cr~ti ..
eo II y and sb"i l be ~H• to the ~ubi •e. H~••·•··
only l,embera ot the Co~.rnc-~i th-;tll hi,e voting
pr-hdiege.» . .P.referab1y. l!t<tti,gs ahou!o. te hellS t;·.
lt;X.al ar.hooh. ff ~e-;t,.at ev~trll'\'; ."te:t-\ir.;~ ere ~eld
toc~l cvenir:g htgto tchnolli a"14 t:l€meo·,taro 1 s.ctoo:s-

Poteotiat

that th& ~c.!'!ool Co1.1e of ttl inoit cl\erg~s- th! Aoa"'~
of £~~o~cati:">l'l of the City -)f Chicag? with thf

Shill bo! c.h·vut•tl to the

tt is auggt,teci that by-lawl forw•u~rat.c-"
bt Ora.m VIJ iS soo:~ a! possi01«.

h.-.~:

it) To peror.1 t ptrer.t,. a"ld s-:hco! ~at,.,,.., tc. s-h~<te
•n b:e pro.:f$3 of drr-iv,ng 1t cse<:is.ons ,..hich
offcot local schc.ols. It snoul4 be ~o,•ho ~ut

,.,eeti~IJ

u."'ienla!•o" cf thote aas&r..bla4 as to t.h~ t•HDose1
of thf, Local School Cm&neila. at 1& s1~g<;~st~d tt.~t
• steering c!" eJeeutiv~t COI!'ttitlee t.e for~t~~d to.
d,.tr.nnil'!t the composition of thl! toul'l.:il, ter1r. of
••bet,hip,nOitJt'latio!'o ">1 officers. ter~; of ,ft,ca
af •e•bera, and t:le.:t!o.r, of officers.

~rae1

i.1g expel'lstt! ir.

t~~

ooeratio•' of th.• c...,uneil should be ctefra'\·"'ts fro•n
fu"r.• rai•ed by the Coun~il.
T~oH oth<>o!o with f•nctio~in.g ~?cal S<hool
Cot.:ncilc $tlo~old adaot t.o t-ne ahove e:.::1~ellnfl~
'<ltthin the ~hool y .. r, 1970•!971.
•

!n COt'itl.-.~.c;.:'!;. ~t is a~sl1est.cd tl\at a iJ:"09"HS
t'ef-Aort "m~ae to tht 8o~~ cf Ea!ucati,:,;..!i r.tt:t fol;
on the o;Jeratioo~~t of '-OZ-31 3ch?ol Co·J .. ~tla unc.
shot.ld i"cluce tyrvey-s e1 'O:Pirtions- of \..-Ot&l Cobn<.ll
111e1rb~r.-.

of ;t!>titutions located

wen...~ U:t- sch .... ol at!en!Sar.tt distr1ct. A ftillr-ifii!.'Jm
cf 5:';1' ~~ tl'lt r.~~;11ber-s shodd be pare,ts ofGtu];:tren

(7<1-1162)

1 ~el'sunne1 ~t6ae-hrr.~ and tH.Hl ...
o~d r!;tiesentat•\ltl of u.~ tomi!turtity,

irt the schO<tl.

'3c~oo

tce~na:'\q),
f'tligiouJ,r,:,v;c.sot•ai·S:!~vrce.

husin~J$,

frater•

r.a!. antl y~\<ttp·ste'rving i;\'jen:ie$ c~ul':l ~e irtt1ur:ec
tr. h:4J •"~::nbl'!rst:ir. In the ease of higr, schools.
rd..:dt~nt~ m111 11i"Ao ~e included. ThE:. na:tni)el!' cf
~nn~r~b1trs.

of l~~ toul'\t 1 1 shou I d be deter~~ ntli by eaeb

Co~ncil.

pr~~c~p~lJ

sho~lt

~eith~r

select •n)

r.tnmbe .. c f" tt:e Cot.~~"~.:: il. nor thoi.J i d the)' s~Hve itS an

ofi'tcer.

·

Offittt"t. Qf tne Councd s~ould include c• •
•u
11 • chJir:"!Zin or p.·e,idel'lt. a vice-ch•irman
or .... e•&;rC~t'!Sent. and a aecreta'":f·

Vic:e

Pre~ttt~l'!t "t~.trra.y

appointed Mrs-. W. 1,.ydon

Wild, (t,alr•an, M.r. Alvift J~ Jo-.tte, Mra. L.nfs "-•
M•li•.Mra.C.rey B. p,ntO>t, w. jier~ld L• barooro,

ii'e.otbars of the co.ui !.tee

tn 'f:vi ~:,.;

u, •. 197!

sal aries

rn the Office of the Pe.c•l«ent, Qffiee of tt.e
Secrotar1 ••d Osur.tl!lent c.f Law,
·
Mr. Bac.)n •ove:d that the action ,f the Vice
fr.,•fct-f"!'lt t" ~P"ointift\l s.a-id Co•ittee b' tonturred
in and as;Jro¥td: 5econ(l'eod b,- Mrs. Mal is..

tt was so ord•rect b,- • vi"va v131ce
ber& C)reseh t \'U'tlnt ttt.er-afor.

1U.1i

-,ote,

~•

l

•Mt-
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JZVlSED c;tJlDEUNES FOI LOCAL IICHOC\. COU!ICit.S

l!CQoiMEIQATION:

A4opt ehuau 1n 0 u1<!.1Hr.u for ln<.al llch01>l Ccun;:th. O>ia!.nal
.,idelh1e1 »n• •~<!opted tn ~oor4 Re~ort 70-1161, Da<o ..bor 9, 1970;
...,hed in Board 1\eport 11·6Z3·l and ~.-ceded July 2&, 1971; ar.d
I"!Ylao:d Nove10l:er 24, 1!111. \Jorde •cldi'd to tbe Boor<' 1\eport u
pvised ft:ovtmb!flr 24 .. 19il are ul\derUa•d.

IUPtOR.TI\": tA'rJ..:

A aunrey vaa illald!t of the ope:attone 'uf a\1 Loc.al Sc.a.ool r.ounc t 1;
durill& <h• lS"Jl-7% ochool year (copy 011 file b tb~ S•=rocary' u
ofltc.e). ViWUI rL-vi•..., ol the M1.1lt o! the survey, ::h·~ f'JlCc:lt~e-s
for Local School CouncUa >10ro r..Vie- and eodifled,

DES~RIT;lO~:

~!~ne• l<>r.,S~

A.

Froe.trlure!f for

1.

Oraani~at.io~

of Cou:nc:ila

!ttch p"r!nc1pat of & 1Qecl a.tMol or C\1't;lbinAticn of '='OT'tth•o ~"" ochool •hod< ha.,.. a Lo<.,l ~<hcx.l(•) Cau.,eil.
·v.-,are the P"rA. Conce~t:! P,.ren:t.S. O'f otbe~· l'X:al sch:ool
a'!'oup. i1 func:titol.":.ing &nc et:tec:d.ve. one o! thcce l'f'Cll~s
ean ~e the !.oe.al Sehool Ceur.ell. The tee1~t1c:n of tuir.;
• c~.lf'!'f!l,t OTJAnizet1o·n or roorpn1ztns a~o-..ld. be l•'!t to
a <.om:1Unit7 meetin&.

2.

Tht p:i~elpal ahould takt :he hlittaeive ill callf.ns a pubil<
eve"i"$ meetln$, vtth awff1c.1ent aCvanee nc.tic:e stven !.:y
vay of ·flyers to "• taker:. hoc.at by pu~tila. sn:.! blf p~,;t !t:tty
ah.rouch whatevt;~r ua:.:.!l! ::ae~tc• au •vailablt c~ h!et, suo:.b
•• c~~ntty new•pap•ta; &p!lt ~"•"Uo an-nof!r.ee-t"At'l.t$ 1 .sn:l tht

Uk.
3.

tht ;>artfe:lpating ve;t•ra in the. Or£otU!!:&C1:5nal !lletti:'lg O•..I't
.,., p.are:-.. t& of etud.en:a t!\ the acho-"1. •M·I••tahy .. -.~111•,.••

4.

'n-~• pr\.nci9Al can ac:"Ye •• cc:-.nvener of th• orisi~at ~et1ng
'ut. ~houU requ~s: th3t a ot;.hair.aazt: pro:.. te::. FI"Ot' htr.:~s~l£, be
•el6cted 0:' eletted a1 aoon as pOt"J.!.~h·. !!!~_.El!.!_!._:,!.~Af, !;:"0·

!!.l!... atm_:J.!!J!.!_~
5.

l'h~ f.r:!.~~if4l

2•,..•~.!.:..

O't hta i•lf~J:rte~ euet l<-i pnsio:.U\: "'~ "11 ~ •.nmtfl

1!11-t:tf.nat. Tl'te prin.lf'tpt l or -ur.y trdmol statf tr.f'~~"r c.:ay b~
tl ae.A.e-r .....'"' .... :,•• ,. of t:flt l.oclll s~..t:c~t Co\tn;il f.f th1'1.
S.a tht: vla~ of tlle Cou.:\ei!.

1.

To permit ,arente: •N •.:.hoot pat:n)n• t~ •here it:t the
of •r-rJ.vin.g st dec111oat \lhi¢b sfl~~t lot.al IChoo-1..

tt•l

.!.S!:.~...:.ceeiei

cou14

~!'(;l:ttss

!.t!..tf!.:.

tnc!~,- t!'"~1.2Jl_Mn~: ~~~

ora-prtr.cteaJ."-""hen "•uc.~ncy exists. to flll • vAct::eY:

41a~tc.t!.~.!..t-~ncali.srr a~c! t1t?ll cond:..~cr; ct.u·~tcU'TV~t.!
£.L!!!2!}:1i phvdcal concHtton ~nss; ~~~
f.!!!?.l.!!Mj seh~~! ~ol1ctts !.!'1_proet-d~Jl"es; telr.ctlo., o!
text.booka: .osnd lto:\ehroo:-

it.....

orobltwas~

DUd net be Ulllit<d to t~e••

Ho)olev•rt •eenda top'lc$

lt ono,.lti te pcl.nted
o;;t"cha: th~OOlCode o£ illinOio chuzet the Boa"d of
J!duutl<>t~ of the City ~f Chl:ag<> with th• ro11>0<1t.~l>ll1ty
o! Nktna fl:~at deti.atoau t•aat':'di.nw ctt)' ... .,ide Nt:te-rs aur.h
aa 11"al poU.cic:ta, ••lartes of pc:raonntl' purchaae.t and
contrttc:-ts, r:•.al e•:i.tc U"lftPCCf.ona an~ ceaattuctiot'\ of
t..u:J.l41n.t)s, cerctficttion end tenure ot percQn{!el anc! r.cgo&iac l.ooo vtth e.,l,.yee orf.anl.• attons,
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- 2 2.

District i.Cucation Cour1c~ls of th\l nee;h o£
S~fvi::lual s~hools ar.d to auggQs.t haw th-eae ne-eda co..tld be
S!lt. This ittpliea th.at each School Cou"Ati! at.ould t;.,v~
one or mote Celeg:l!;tea to the D1str1ct Education t;ouc<"il,
w!th each &ch•.J01 Council hav!ng the •aca D"JJIIber a::J any

to

1nfot":Z~

other
C.

acho~l

CQWJcil.

Ss!Lnd 1 !le:Db.£I.!-.hl2

1,

lleMersh!p in the Lotol School Councll •1lould h broaC:!y
1'9presantaU.v~ of the '(ot!IIIWn!t)' vithfn the adlool llttP..n«iaru:e
dinrict,

2.

Member• must h ~edd""u reol.d:lng :In rht achool attendance
d.i.stz:o~t:~ or the rt!preeerttativt!s of taatitut!lxla located
within t~~ ccltocl a~tlll'KI-.~ct. ch.atrtc~.

), A ::1n1"""' of 6'J'.t ot ~~~~ "'leltl>en .:Ooulcl be """'"''-' o~
chllcrra tza c:h'-1 Pr.hcQ1 ..
4.

Sellon! perec.r;nel (te.tehf.ng and =n•ceaeh11Jl!}, and 1·epr•·
untative.t of the ::c..aunity, reltatous, civics IMiel ...
letvice. b~stnes&, frateJ:nal:, anti youth aerviq agencies
c;~Uld bt !Deluded in the meml:erobis>,
it~ axecutiva or ateertng cOGDitUa shall
U.ve rep':'eser.~tion from each of the fetllOWing ora:sr.izatic:::s,
i f auch ut•••: l"".A .,.. the Conccraed P"ranta. I• th.o cue
of hi&h acllool&, 1tuaenu ""'l' abo be inelude<i.

.S. 'l'h Ccane:ll &lid

6.

D.

the "'""bar of ....-.ben of rhe Council obodd be cletemined
b;y .. ch Co•ncU. Prf.nctpala allnul<f DOt aelect an;y ""'mber
of . the Cou:.cil.

Council OfficLrs and Cot"Q!ttees

1,

Officers of the. Councils 1houlcl include, as a minho:"...m, a
c.h~~:man o:r president. c vic.e•chaintan or vice-pre.&tdent,
and • secr!cary. A PJ:'incipal oJr as1:f.s~a::.:: prin,iyal ll"..all
not ser~te as an offic~u.· oi the C,_uncil ~

'·

Tloe officers lhall be eloctet annually.

3.

The init;t~l Etet!n~ ehS!ll be d:~vot'!d to tho 'lt:·.<!nt~·-~c.n
of those a.sst:.;bl\!d t.u to the p.urposa11 -of t:ba Local ~ :::~ol
Coun:i la • as ue 11 as to other bu&1M;~s. A ateerin~ or
executive co:cmitter. shall ))e. fonred to ~eterm!:.e r"e
c.cmplolsition of the Council, ter.. of mtu\berahip, nor.ir-!ltion
of. olfic4rs, terms cf offic~ of lliCc\ben, a~~:d e leetic!'t o!
off iter$. The report of th-. l.iit~erin& cOtlCJtlitte~ •hou': i aot
b" <lela~ed beyond tvo ••.tir.ga nf:n the 1Bitial meeting.

1. lly·lawa for "P•ratiort •hould l>o. d•·ewn up aa soon

a&

""'lt

poaetble and shuuld 11ot be de.l~)"'lcf bt:tyoM tvo ·olacti~·,,.·.;
after the initial meeting. By-lows
lx; on !ile at
the ocbool, •be Dbtr!ct Office and Ares OfHco.
2.

Por '\tOt in' pur?OS-!!3, ~ or ;,ore o! the: numb,..r c:!~ter~!ned
co hrL a .qu(.•rYI':\ 'II!Uit be pArents o! children ir. the .s-chool.
A quorum shall eonaitt cf 4~ ~f th< Couneil """:lburo
eligib~P. to vote:, or wAereever a!\otber establ{shttd school
OI'B"nir.ation hos been eclect.cd
tho l.t'clll Sc.,c.ol Cc!ln(il,
the. 8y-!lawa of that Grfiant:ution l'll!!g:aTdSna a r;-.:orum ttt-.. Jl
p~e ... u.

.t'

3.

If no ctuorwa 11 prest-nt, t!1..'3' agel'lda may be discuaaed \ut
f9mal action ""'' be caken.

Ill>
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1, The Local School (Our..eil shall m~ct t:aor.t:hly c!•nin~ each
eccho:1l y~Mr. :.t tholl oreto~tc demoe:r~tfcalty o:.1d s~all be

open to th~ public. RoYever,
ollall hav~ vot ir.g priviletca.

o~ly

meabera of the <.:ouncil

2. Pu·U.ctpant .. obae-r"'~era and re.aour.-.;e p2rae;ns •hall not have
vnting prbilegeo.
l. l'refercbly, 10eetings shauld be held in local och~ols. The
c:oat fQr th-!' use of the aehocl 'building; for three eveotng
Lo<:nl School Council mutiags ~•ch year atall be proviced
by the lloard of .Educot.!o~ of ~h• City of Chi<ogo. Local
Counc;l.la may oct transfer theu· •.1se of ac:bool bu11Zing
privileges to eny oth~r group, orr.,atiizar.to:l or indiviQIJ.Ii1.
If &erv:<:rcl evec.i.,g meetings zt:'t: helc!, local ever,ing h!ch
ach.ocls ~nd. ~lement.sry 'chcols wt.th ever.ir-..g s.o-:.i.e.l cent~Z''
aight be u~ilhed.
·
4. Miaut•a ?f illt!<t!ngs shoulci b• kopt oo file and ~csted 2t
the school. Copies ahould aha bo seut to the Dis~rl.<t
a.W .Ar~a Offices.

Pe-teBtia\,.a:eaea: ... l!sptee .. f'eul:!··ifteht.tie ... ah.e ~ 'G!: l~u i'IJ~~ ................. ...
~leeti&"-• ... ,.r.!a.eipel:; ·vt\eo"•:. -vaeaae,.-e"i s 'Ht1-1:e~ f! i.U ·• ..... ~ ... ..
'Yit!6fte 7'i "'-' i'c !pliae; •Yao.~a 1 i. s:s·• acl ·pup:il-ee~.tt~.e ~ 7 .. el:I.Prie- .. • ...
tdt~a • se Eetl:y•t)f -p~?i!tt; .. phy~iee l·een.ditiel\ .. ..,;; -C~Ht!i!l~! ,

...........

ee·ma.~i t)"• pl'oh!eu;:-ee:he.,l: •pol f.e i~tt·entf .. pre~edttrea ;- set·ee: E!'-·1

ef·i:ex~beelu; .. AU·htr.ettrosa•pre\!lleas":"·""iloweverJ·a.;Pai.t··---tepie~-1'1.1!eli·ftett•lte·l!etted ·to- t:kese·· item~~- -the· 6-e::.st &\e~ ......
to•ae !ee t! •a•prinei~al: .. (wl\el\ •a•vae31la)'-f!ld.e t!! ~-e~.a j. ~ -fteve-·werre6e!!.t~tiYt".J•&i·tM·lee•~-?i-'A•Ia4-lite-·;er.eea"'•«-?atte11lt:•
er,ahil!at.!ea-e~e-=-ita-mea\~rer-

C..

Couneil

Procet!~

1. lt itt :G.co::r.:ended that a'l agenda ccmittee be constituted
vit!'l th.: principal ae resource 9ersan.. It is dts ir+'b!e
tbat .agtt1'\da top~c.s Oe given &:Jitable ac!-':ance puCliclty.
2 .. A L•JCal Sch.n1.:·l Couoc:il must not i!lterfere in tl-.r: ...t2;' to d:.)·

opera:ions of tho: school but may in~lude any problt::s on
its auenC.a at ita r~gularly s('beduled r..;t(.:tings.
3. lt s':\.::~uld be racogni~ed that t1te p.rir,:t.,al yill t.J..zke •very
effort to cca:ply v1th prope:-ly p~ssed resolutions oi the
('.ouncil, but membe-rs of the fuuneil ah~uld 2lso undP.rsta:u1
tha~ the p.rinc:ip3l uy noc have the 3C::ti<lis.trati._.e pov•.!'r
to coc.vly \lith ell such resoluti~ns, since soone vf the
~esolu~ions my requir~ actioi\S beyond hi~ autho:i.t.y.
4.

Cou!leil~ l>hm.d.d confine fund .. rais1ng o~trat.ions to the
pu~pose cf <ivfraying resscu.:>ble printin: and c.aili"S

expeues for the. o;:.eratj.on of the Counrils and f.?r the
dioseminoti>Y.> of information to Council a:emben. No othor
solicttati.ons for funds aha:l~ b'! made. It is \Jrtdeorr;tC>ocl tt"-~ ..:
tal<-aupportod funds will not be avdlablt for .this purpes~.
T1teac guidelin-es w111 b~cttte eftu~tive Sep'!~UQ..a....!.!Z!·
F:rnANCL~Lt

No additional

ti)St

to the Board of Education.
llup~e~fully

•ub&itte1,

.JAMES Y , REDMI'-ND
Prepared by: /\NGZU~IE f. CARUSO
lls3oeiate 3'Jpel'1n"t-4Hodca.t, An~ C
J"JLlEii ~. ll~AYTON, 1\osoc. S~>pt., Ar•• II
C:IJRTlS C. W.l.!llCK, Ar.scc. Supt., Area A
Appro~d by•
!'.~IlFORD BYRD, .JR.
Deputy S'.!p~~t;;:t.ctf'n~·'l\t of Schools

CeDerat·

SupH!nter.de~t

llotod:
ROBERT STICKLES
Cont.tollC!~

of Schocll

73-303

March 28,
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RECO!!!-a~1:ATI"liS CO!ICEII.!HNG
ACI'IVITIES OF LOCAL SCHOOL (;OUNCILS

The~ 1• need f~r a lcca.t school council to und•rstand the a:ultifaceted o~era
tton of a school, with parttcuta.r emp!-&aaia c,n. the 1nstructional ~rog~am.. A pla:-:r.ed
approach to involving parents in t!te school in p.os1tlve And practical way• throt.:;h
foma.l meetings &ad tnfonr.al get-together activities is suggested. The local a:hool
oouacil vill be &nose efhctive \.'hen it becomes a positive force by t.:nderstandiag
ed~cation in the achool.
Schaol couadl "'•mbera aftd ot:ho<>l staff should form a
partne:st-.i.p for 1mpi.·ovec:.ent of the C"duea.c-ion ia. each echool.

Orientation of th~ local acbool council to th.t achool p~:og:-am caD be acc:·oe•
plhhed jointly b) the >rincipal and otaff in cooperation "ith the co•Jocil. A
suggested approach would be one in whlc:h ataff !Mi::!bera present 1n:!ormat1on to the
council:

1). principal ohcmid iucribe the achool i!Oab
2) teachera ,..'lould <!ucr!be inotruc:tioaal goals in reeding, matloeutlco,
ac:tence, social studiee, art, PJI1-c, etc.

3)

sp~cial

teachers de.cribe apeciallzod oe,...ices such ae
TESL, etc.

~he

libt·ary,

4) teachers ohould d•<'lO:>StTate, ciau Jroupa, IS to how they teach
llj>e<:f.fic aabjeets, i.e., na~ins
5) pr!neipala s!lould explain to the counCil how readlnS
~ _.,hy a particular reading rrosra is aelectad
~)

nee~~>

ne auused

pr!ndpalo or adjustoent teachers ahould explain pupil teatias aftd
pupil prc>gre10 reporting

7) tea:hero should explain and d~monstrate to parents ho• they can hd;>
1n the education of their ehildtan and Oec:oma a reiource to
give additional retnforce<>ent it> the homo to the chiLd
S) principals •h"~ld .,<plain the acbool budaet, and
9) the teachero' .<o....,it>.e~ should explAin tE><tboolt ••lectio~
All of these topic• ma1 the" becolll4 dl.a-.ueaion itema on th local ochoal
council atcnda.
The loc-al ec:t,ool -:ouneil
activities:

pa~ent-educat:taa.

co!Hdttee m:sy plan apectal

1) parent. education wtth toptce ef eeneern in d411y living, 1ucb as:
viae buying, child devetopa:.en.t, child beha~rio"C, nutrition,
eer.!ieal care, eity SCr\.'"icee, •elective television vieYing 4nd
building a bo,.. library
2,) parent COE~.ittei!S or!JC.rt!.zec! tO make lnstruc'Cion Ntertals - he!.ptng With

field tripo - helpin:: in the library and lunchroolllc - disaemtnating
infor.natlon abou: at.hool pTogra;::.s -tc pareut:s who \.ler- ~;nable to attend
artentatiotl.
3) another ioporunt ccnsidcnt1on ~ul.d bt the humanistic-s>eial approach
thTOUgh school socia.l affairs 11hich. bt'ing pa.reftt5, pupils and f~culty
together

4)

&'tf&l\le 6

caleada1: of C~l'lC11 tlponsored parent .. teachcr conference d~y.s.

4~4
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lE""...O~!ME~lDAT!Oti:

That guti!elinea fo~ operation of. f)1£trtct Educat!-on C!oluncil!; be
•pproved, i!ffecttve Sepc:tt~her, 19?3.

DESCRlP'rtON:

the follouin~ are propoeed guidelines for the operetton of Distrt:~
Education Cou:'!eil:i:
1.
BJI""l.-.ro Ghall b~ developed vithin the rules and pel!ci<S cf
the B~•r~ of F.ducation by eacr Council which wt!l aet erite:-"'
ia for t:urmbership, or-sanizing pattet"US for the Council in·
eluding officera, tema of office for officers, aad method£
of prot~ed~re for c.onductina bvsineas ..

2.

).

Methode of placing items on the agenda vUl also be rezulor·
bed.
Minutes of proeeedinge s·haU he kept and distributed to .,., ~
ben in advance .,f the next meettns. ~nu-tet ohall be ~l.s·
trilhlted to Ana Aascdate Superintendents aud to Dinrict
Superintenunts.
·

4.

Council• ahall ~et ..,nthly durin!' the ochool year vieh •dditional D:!eeti'l~s called '"' necessary. Th~y shall meet in
places conve:lirnt to QOat of the DG.a!:crs.

S.

D!.Pt""C!.ct

6.

The r~lea of both the Dist:riet Supe%'intu'lden·::: .tc:td the Distrtt.:
Rllltllll Aelatlons Coordinator ahall be lit>ited to tha~ of lle·
aourc.-::: C.:.nsulcants. Neither •hall be a votias member an::i
De!.ther ohall hold an office.
!'.o~ttnes ot District !dutt.tioa CoUJ>cils shall b• open to the

7.

Co·.meils shall have at least one or more z:se.;c.bers
fro:n eat-h Loeal Sc:tvol Council. The exact ttlJtnbe-r shall h~
left to the -tounf;ils t!':.emsalvea. 60'l or more o! the mc:1~er ..
thip of e.>eh Diotr!ct Co1.1neil abdl be parents ot p~o:ptls in
ec.h~cl!. vi.th.in th• c!iatl'ict.
The me:~:~:tttrship of the r~::::l.Cini~S"
40: <hd.l be dot.,.rlllined by the t!o~~>insnt 6~.

publi.o: ~,r..d vill be lttUtol.!n~ed one week in advance. Iach Coun•
en llhall let for itself th~ limits of partlc!potio~ by m....
bora of the public who are non-member and "'ete~dant a~ the
l:te~tir>g!t.

8.

A&en:ia ::opic' to be Conai4r:red at ·meeeir.gs of Listric: C~cn..

cJ.ls shall focus more on district concerns inc.ludtng priority
it~t fr.at budgetary consideT'ation at th-. Di~trict l~vel.
There s:tall be .e means for follow•up, er:ither h!• :o=nittec~ or
by :ecb-ers of the- Coun:il, of .t<:t:ion co1ken at moetir.gs ot
thl! tliPltric~ Edu.cat!.on Co\l:tcils.
9.
The Chien go Region P. T.A. 'Will •ee th1t a r~t-.?rt-!:cntati:te fro:-.
one af its 1a 'i? .. t.A. Coun<:.ils is 11amed to each Dis-trict !C··
uce.tiC'!il Council. The rf'pt'etet'!tativ~ of the- !'."i.A~ Cour.ril
ahall -:eside within tho oo~~cl district he snves. This s~e
tion 1s not intended to reduce or to •11-=ainate P. T~~· e~..
bora c1.1rrently serving on District Edl.tc-atioa Council~ as
representatives of loc.al P. T.A. 'a •
. i t h recognhed that Dhtrict Education Councils have been
oper:!ttng for many tr:Onths llithout guldtlin'!-s. Therefore,
the e£:ecttve date foT compliance ~bould be Saptembe:;:-, l9iJ.
llo &dditioOlal cost to the Board of Eclucatton.
of

FINANCIAL:

ll.npectfully lluln:>ltted,
JAMES F, 1\ED!«JIID
Cene-ra~ s·.~periutendeue

Prepared by:
CURTIS C, I!E.LNICK
Area A~sociate Superi11tendent • Aree A
MC !!AIR GRA<IT
Area Aesociato SupeTintendent: - Area B
ANCELI tit P. CARIJSO
A:r•a Associate Superiov:endent • Area C
Approved by:
HANFORD 6 i1Ul, JR.

Deputy Su-peTintendent
Noted:
IOBERT STI C.r:LES
Controller

o~
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of Schools
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ADOPT POLcCY: lOCAL s::HOOL. COUNCILS
R!::COM::=;l>.\TION:

Adopt the policy tl-at e.-.ch sc~•>·>l unit 111.11 have only one l<>cal
achool co~cil t~ serve the needs of the school,

D3SL~r?t:CN:

The membership of e&ch council must include representatives ~f
parents with children in all non-locally funded program• end must
also provide for standing committees whe~ required, for each
non-1,.cally supp.,...ted progrel"ll, Representatives o:.n t:he star.ding
C<>!tllllitteea f'>r the nor.-1->cally funded ;>r?gr:nns tlllSt meet the rr..,uirel".,enta QSta!:lisherl '.ly the sppropriate fu01din;;: 3;:en~ies,
Standing co<l!l:littea ns?"naihilities, as outlined by fd"~~l "r
at~te

reg:.lat{or.g, Yi!l bit extcuced by the respective

co~<:ai.ttee.

SUP?OR1:IV1': DA'rA: This r!'c<mmer::!atl. 'n d~es n.,t eliminate the need f.,r the estP.',llshqnt of parent ad'!h.,ry C'>l1l!!lit~ees which are re<>t.:ireJ b:· the
lcgislati"n "Jf r.:erta 1n """~'-·•cally funded progracs such as !;SE:A
'o:"itle I, Head Sta'L't, and State Supp.,rted Bilingud Prosuct,
A atngle l.,cel och·~~l clluncil, inc.,rp'>rating r(<presenu~ •.,n

all "f tr.e vari?u&
o:tve staff, parent&

f'""'

prog=am~.

inst~Jcti?nal pr~gram

will result in a ':oetter artic·JldLetl
c?~nicotion amnng admi~istra
couzre4n1ty <>embers,

and impr.,ved

atu~

l!oard R;;.p.,rt 70-1161, dated December 9, 19W, reeon:me'Oded procedures f"r l'>cel scho-,1 c~unc1la,

Board Rep'>rt 72·1?.49·1 (amended), dated December 13, 1972,
estebliaheci the r!lvhed guidelines f'rr: loeal sch?~l c·>Un<:ils .
!!•lard llep.,rt 73-240, dated March 14, 1973, rec.,mr:endec!
for the "peutl.cn of t'ictri~~ ~ducation Councils.

guf.d~Hnee

Bl'lard R.ep?rt 73·303, deted Mllrc~. 28, 1973, made -cec.,,_nc!aticr.s
concerni"g activities of 1oc1l s.::h~~·l council~.
FINANCIAT.:

N?

ed~itlonel

coot to the Boord o:f Education,
Respectfully submitted,
.JAMES 'i, REDMOND

General Superintendent l'lf Schools(Actlnr.)
Prepnred by:
CL"RTXS C., MELNICK, Are1.1 A Aa&ociate Superintendent
He~: AIR G!'.Mrr, Al'ea B Aaa.,cia te Superintcnden t
Al<GELI~~ ?, CARUSO, Area C Associate Superint~nee~t
Appro\eci t;y:

1-u.N:t'C;v': 8\.RD, JR., ne.,uty Superinte"-d'lnt of So::h,.,ls
Notecl hy:

JAMF.S G.

~Io.FFAT, Assistt~nt S\\~l!'int... ndent

RO~RRT S71Crl~S, Contr~llet

G'>vernment Funded Programs
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